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PART I-- Information and Project Descriptic;n

D)

A. PROJECT INFORMATION

Area of concern Alternative for Alienated Youth/Poténtial Dropouts

Prgject Title FOCUS PROJECT

Project Directors' Names Dr. Ralpl T. Nelsen/Mr. William A. Olsen

' 2735 N.E. 82nd Avenue.- P6’:lctland, , Oregon 97220
Address : City . State ZAp O?de
Phone Number (503) 253-4781 B

Application Agency Portland (Oregon) Public Schools

Location 631 N.E. Clackamas Street
Street Address. ,

Portland Oregon 97208
City . State Zip Code

Superintendent's Name Dr. Robert Blanchard

631 N.E. Clackamas Street Portland Oregon 97208

Address City . State . Zip Code
Phon; Number (503). 234-3392 2 s '
Project Period: ' Beginning 7-1-73 Ending 6-30-74

. date \ date
; \ .
Expenditures: | ) /
JTitle III Other Total
Grant’ Period © 7 N - Funds® Funds ‘ Funds
7-1-70  to _g-30-71 $_35,000 $__ 35,000
7-1-71 to 6-30-72 ¢ 99,747 ¢ 11,083 $ 110,830
7-1-72 to 6-30-73 § 67,900. § 48,640 § 116,540
. A . a
7-1-73 to 6-30-74 ¢ 55,050 § 67,200 $ 122,250
To tal $257,697 $ 126,923 ¢ 384,620

3
3
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' B PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1. Context
The FOCUS Project operates as a School-Within-A-School alter-

L]

native at Portland's James Madison High School. Madison High

School serves a diverse population in the northeast section of

’the Portland school district. The school's enrollment of 3pprox- ;

1mate1y 2,000 students in a four-year program includes representatlpn

from the broad range of soc1o—econom1c groups in the community. \\¢’/

slgnlflcant segment of the student body has educational problems. bf

i
the type which in othex Portland sthools recelée attention through

ESEA Title I programs. THe symétoms-of difficulty which originelly

prompted~ plannlng for FOCUS included a notﬁseable 1ncrease in nlnth

.

and tenth grade academic fallures, a growing drop-out rate, and.

notable pupil indifference to and disenchantment with the yradltlonal .

school pfrogram.

A}

’ T ’ . )
The overall purpose of the FOCUS Project has been to develop

and_present an alternative school program for Madison High‘School

-
v

students who have been identified .as having lost enthusiasm for

school work, who have H!E few suécessful.experiences in the tradi-

tional school program, and who .are, bonsequently, highly'likely ‘to
leave school prior to graduation. Within this alterhative program,

the classroom has become the center of a flexible, stu&éntrcentered,

»

supportive educational process which seeks affirmative answers‘to
< (] b

1 ! .

" three questions:

’

v

1. Are edu ational objectives based, on the needs and
interesqs of the students? .
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2. Are the tasks.assigned to reach tﬁese objectives
- ones in which the student can reasonably be expected
(and expect himself) to succeed?

R . 3. 1Is the school:program (structure) such that if questions
1l and 2 are answered -"Yes," ,we can expect to see the
» objectives reached? ¢
Simply stated, the FOCUS project.is intended to develop and
implement an alternaéive school program for high school students - ~

which will providefrélevant opportunities for student growth, both

. .

personal and aéadeﬁic, ané thereby reduce the number of éropjouts,
academié failures, and pupil indifference and disenchantment.
The éfudent population of Madison High Séhool was.approximately
..2,590 when planning for the FOCUé project bégan in 1969. 1t hag
- since déopped to approximately 2,000 due tﬁ a decrease in the ovef-
all portland.school populat}on andfthe opening of a new high school
in the northeast section of the district. Madison is one of fourteen
higﬂ schools in tﬁe Portland district. The\?o;tland system has ggughly
80,000 students enrolled in classes K-12. Non-public sbhools-in the

.area enroll an additioggl 14,000 students.

The C;ty of Portlagb-and contiguous areaé,&hich make up the

~Portland di§trictl(Mulpnoméh County Distmiét #li have a total popula-
tion of more than 400,000, about’ one-fi fth qf‘thé population of the
State of Oregon. )

Educational facilities of the metropolitan ‘area include thé public‘
school system, a parochial system, an intermediate educat?on district,
two community‘colleges; a state university, and f%ve brivateiy oper-
atéd colleges. Cultural facilities_iﬁclude a symgt;;T orchestra, a

E
junior symphony, a civid opera company, a county-wi library system,

an art museum and school, the Oregon Museum of Science and Industry,

.
< ’ : Y
N 3




an modern zoo, a semi-professional civic theater graup, several

. B Py ] ] .
amateur theater‘groups, and an extensive park/recreation sysxem.

Financial support "available to the high schodls in thé L N

Portland district has nearly doubled since the 1967=68 school

year, as indicated in Figure 1 below. ' (' C
' gl t

1967-~68 School Year - $575. 00 ,
1968~69 School Year 693.00
1969~70 School Year - 769.00 .
1970~71 School Year N 876.00 -
1971-72 School Year . 903.00 o ‘
1972-73 School Year 1,038.00 .

1973-78 School Year .+ 1,110.00

. “
.
L]

Figure. 1.. Approximate Per Pupil Expenditures
+ *.  for Portland High ‘School Students, 1967-3974.

r
. -
. +
.

2. General Explanation o,

\
+

Prior to the time that the FOCUS project became operationalv

the bulk of attempted adjustments" 1n the Madison ng School pro-

gram were not those whlch dlrectly afiected classroo act1V1t;es.

LA

A basic p01nt in the FOCUS philosophy éontends that}in the last ~ .

-

analysis the classroom must be recognlzed as the arena in whlch the

school establishment can most effectlvely Eecognlze and meet the needs

of youngsters. (It might even be sa1d that the classroom is. the nly

arena in which educators can consistently evaluate and attempt to

3 s

meet the ever—changlng individual neéés of students. ) What happens
(ox what does not happen) in the classroom is the most important

determinant of a student's success in school. ,Disenchantment'with
) ' ’ ' ‘\ ro, -
the routine, the meaningless, the irrelevant, the outright -boring is
) \\ . .
best countered by using teaching and learning strategies designed to

»

oot

- A

“~ ) ~\‘;
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meet specific elucational objectives which are based on the partic-

-ular needs, interest$, and *concerns of -the individual student. It

¢

»

is, then, in the classroom and its day-to-day programs that the.

FOCUS project attempts to redirect‘the educational orientation of.
s< 7 ] \
its one hundred students.

It should be noted that the FOCUS program does not condemn the
existing Madison High School structure and curriculdm‘or urge its
a;andonﬁent. On the contrary, much of the‘existing pregram is
‘retained in the‘FOCUS,program, Other content is added, however,
dependiga upén staff and student assessment of what Eest contributes

to the attalnment of the general behaV1oral-goals and spec1f1c per-

formance obJectlves deve10ped cooperatlvely by teachers, students,

. /7

. and others w1th an interest in the effegtive process of education.

There are several "fragments of philosophyﬁ which renresent
: ) . , . ,_.4_‘%*—;-‘—‘;" >
the basic educational beliefs upon which¥the FOCUS project is built.
Some are readily"substantiated by research, some by d;rect observa-
\ .
tion, and some simply reflect staff oplnion. It is from these shared

ideas, howevar, ‘that the FOCUS project dgVeloped and took on its .
- P . EN
present form., f . . e s
l. The student~teacher ration has avéignificant effect on

o

-

\ . *
classroom learping. = . 2

3
.

2. The "I.Teach, You Learn" relationship is not sacred.

3." The school and comnunity offer a multitude of resources

wh¥ch are too frequently left untapped by the classroom teacher.
> . @

¥
-4. People learn to succeed bp succeeding, and school activities

should logically progress from one success to another.
j} kS >

L}

5. The development of a'positive self-cqgncept is more important

{23
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to the alienated school(child than any predeterm{ned, structured

K ' -

' body of knowledge.
\\NG. The positive aspects of school "rewards" and the negative

aspects of school "punishments" have not been powerful enough

motivating agents for a §ubstantial number of Madison students.

7. The student can profit from his school experiences without
. being confined to an externally imposed, rigid cw¥rriculum.

*

8. Adequate tifme is required for teacher planning, observation,
and evaluation pf'student,performance. . R
9.~ To be effective, the teacher must allow himself to be seen

as a real person and must be willing to accept the risks and pains

involved in this humanizing process.

-

10. More effective learning occurs when the student is involved
-v—ﬂ\ N

in the initial choice of "classroom activity than when the teacher

L

controls all classroom options.

’

11. The cost of student-centered curricula is cheap in contrast

'

to what the community and nation pay for unemployable and/or
- delinquent youth. s

12. To be a significant person to stud¢nts, the teacher must

seek out feedback from them ‘and act accordihgly.

*

13 One's ego development is enhanced by having the opportunity

to be heard and by seeing others respond posmtlvely to what NS said.

-

~

1l4. Emotional stress frequently 1nterfers w1$P daily ‘academic

pursuits and must be dealt with before leargsng can occur in most .

cases .




Organization. The FOCUS project is designed to provide an

alternative educational program for a maximum of one hundred, -

students. The first year student population wasvlimit<d‘to ninth

-

- and tenth graders but eIEVe\th and twelfth graders were added durlng

£

the second and third operat}onal‘years. During the 1973- 74 school

. » - & .
- year, the project's third operational year, the student population

consisted of thirty freshmen, twenty-five sophomores, thirty juniors,

‘and” fifteen seniors. . -

:
» . H ~d

~

The FOCUS project operates as a "school-within-a-school".
f (;roject staff members feel strongly that the program must function

within the regular school context and have, as a result, refused
suggestiohs that the project consider the~idea of moving toea
, .

separate facility. JQ%Qprogram utilizes four standard school

classrooms and two sectlons of cbnverted school hallway. It }s

L

not felt that additional space is a critical need if the project | . )'

’
is to continue. ° . g o ' S .

] ‘ i - .
Staffing. The FOCUS staff consists of a project director,’

a counselor, five teaqhers, and ‘Qproject secretary. Additionail&,
.. - .

university students preparing for teaching careers are frequently

placed with POCUS to meet\their‘ﬁre;professiénal’practicum requiré-

ments. : \ o ‘o ‘ ' .

Curriculum. The project curriculum revolves around four areas
. ' v . '
of inquiry: Communications, Analysis,'Realitiés, and Values.

Classes, (referred to in the project' as labs),'areboffered within

- - - * R ¢
the general definitions of each classification. For example, labs ~
desiqnated as Communications might involve: any number ,of spedific

- N
contefit "areas-- creative wrltlng, Spelllng 1mprovement, film ofoduc-

tlon, drama, v productlon, recreatlonal reading, developmental readlng,
. ¢

. | . 10 7’ R

3
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etc. The gﬁme variety of-offerings occurs in Analy51s (Math/

,Sc1ence), Realltles (Soc1al‘Stud1es), and. Values - (Interpersonal

< . !

Relationg) laboratorles.

L4

» . \‘
N S ‘

‘ Also 1mportant parts, of the FOCUS currlculum Aare, developlng
,;‘" Ry . = \
career or1entatlon/job sampllng and 5001al serv1ce strands.,aA large

* -

e percentage of FOCUS students spend part of eagh sbhool day- anOlVEd

\ A}
'in on-site jOb orlentatlon tralnlng programs %1th local.bu31nesses

)\\ ..
.and city and state agenc1es. étudents also leave the school grounds

)
[y By
. . € -

“

to work as elementary school tutors, outdoor school teachers, and *‘

- )
4

serve as volunteers in a number of community serv1ce/soc1al actlon o

”

. 0 N R R
. . i n N ¢
\ programsf . _“ o . . ‘ N N
‘ L N ’ * »” . ' [

”t ( FOCUS 1abs are most frequently organlzed to last four weeks“
. 4 -~ \

At the end of the four week perlod (referred to as an 1nstructlonal".

€., ~ )

cycle), the entlre schedule of classes (referred to as the cycle T
'menu') ‘is reviewed: and classes are rév1sed replaced, or contlnued.

Dec151ons as to what'%lasses are to appear on the menu for an instruc- .

a -

tlonal cycle are made cooperatlvely by students’ and staff members.

—

(At any glven tlme, apﬁrox1mately 60% - 20% of the labs Wthh appear

- )

- on the menu were initiated at student request )
&

The school day is structured as follows: ;L oo ' ‘-
:f) | . Moddle , . Time | \ " . Usual Activity
».;l' 8:05 -- 9:10 . _Planning, infokmal counsel-"
. ‘ “ing,’>special ‘activities.
‘ : / Student ‘attehdance optlonal
‘ 2 | 9:12 - 9:50 Instructional perlod ' .
\ 3 - 9:35 - 10:35 -Instructional\period
Q\' ) 4 10:40 - 11:20 Instructional period | R
| 5 11:25 - 12:00 Instructional period“'\:, X
Luich  12:00 --12:35 :

11
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, : - «
- r Module . Time ' _Usual hctivlty>' .
« .6 12:40 - 1:25 - Instructicnal period -
- 7% 1:30 - 2:170 _fnstructional period
- . ¥ 8 YT 2:37 - 3320 ELaluatlon, conferences, \\
' LT . Special activities.

.

Student attendénce optional.
q

RSN The FOCUS tlme schedule is not the sa@e as followed by regular
| Madlson High School classes. (The schedules colnc1de,only ‘at the

b

start of the séhool day, at nooh, andwat the end of the seventh
4 3 y . .t . : N ,0‘.“\ ’
module.) - . " . . ’ ) .

‘ Whlle FOCUS 1s in most ways.-a. “self-contalned" prOgram, students

5

ki ."‘c
‘ are aolé'to attend spec1alty classes in the regular program when prox

N LY ~ .

ject personnel and resouxces are not adequate to serxrve a sgeclflc

“ ~ 5

- learning goal or interest. Slmllarly, students from the‘regularg -
g ’ - : \ I '
L program are wé€lcomed to participate in FOCUS classes or activities.
N ' ] @ - ’ 'u‘

All project classes center on pursult of spec1f1c &earnlng
object1Ves.‘ Students have the option of selectlng elther common

- , 1 .

class objectlves or ;nd1v1dually deslgned objectlves. Both class

Vo

¥

¢

objectlves and 1nd1v1dual objectlves are establlshed cooperatlvely

by the-students and teach%rs 1nvolved in a specrflc lab sectlon.
N P

‘o*FOCUS opé&ates w1thout any requler clasSes w1th the exception

3
Maas of basic math and readlng All students must part1c1pate i remedlal

£ o

math and readlng classes until they are able to complete fundamental

’

arethpetlc functlons through the multiplication and,dlvisibn of

-

LY

, " decimals and fractions and can demonstrate seventh grade reading\
proficiency. With these exceptions, students are allowed compléte

. . A . . .
freedom in making. selections from the class menu for 'a given instruc-

tional cycle. ) . ’ ' v




AT R BT L, AP R TRETTAT T TR E T O w AT
. - .

Co

who sought out partic1pation in the program. .\ student must »

’ . L . - (
4 - - . -
In additiOn to regularly ass&gned student,teai%erjzﬁfhe pro-

ject also utilizes the services‘of short term voluntee

iy

variety of ways. Undergraduate college students lead special

Ahortfterm classes, parents function as skill-area instructors

¢
.

'and'excursion leaders, and local artists, craftsmen,wprofessional

i «
persons, and city employees frequently meet with students for

M l

fdiScuSSions and workshops. =~ . . . v

'Wh:Lleg certainly not a major Qomponent of the project's
instructional prodram, a unigue feature of"FOCUS is the strong
N

[N

‘“"media flavo J apparent in many classes. Recogn121ng that today s

\

fstudents are SOClally conditioned to rely heaVily on non-print

<

message systems, the teaching staff frequently utilizés a "V1sual
literacy tpproach to communication skills development—— photography,
picture sequencing, sound redbrding, slide/tape and TV production,
etc.. (Students have produced most of the materials/used in the
pigject's dissemination effort to date.) /%

Some commercial materials are used in the instructional pro- N

]

. gram, but, due primarily to the tremendous variety of class options

available, most instructional materials #sed in the project are

" produced by teachers and students.

°. Sstudent Population. Most students participating in the FOCUS

Project argjihose who have been recommended to the,pro;ect by Madison

High School personnel (teachers, counselors, administration) or by

V.

staff members 1n Madison s elementary "feeder" schools. Some stu-

A A
d%gts, however, are "walkhins"° thaw is, they are self—referrals_ .

~

H
- Y

.meet one or more of the selection criteria listed below, (Figure 2),

must .request placement in the proyect, and must havé the full sunport

- ’
' .
- ! A

13 | .
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of, his parents before he is accepted as a FOCU% member . 4Fhus, the

N -
project_ﬁas strictly a volunteer population. o

¥Fomo. v

X - . : & ..
The following criteria were déveloped for the purpose of screening

\ $tudents who were identified as being in need of an alternative to

the regular school program. ' (Analysis of criteria re¢ferences for -
1973-74 FOCUS student population is included.) . -

- - ' . . ® ¥ o ‘

_Reference Criteria . o ~ \ Frequency . % of Student
) . T ; ' Population é
1. Does not like school * - 71 73 |

,2. Does not find studies ﬁéahing%u : - ol h . ¥

or relevant. .o e : 68 . 7r -

3. *'Will probably encounter difficulty |
’ during hjigh school career because

) of non*academic factors. 47. 48
. 4. Does rniot believe in self. (Poor ) ’ ) ﬂ .
self~image.) = .- 45 46
5. Does not have sufficient command . . ,
, ‘ of basic skills to predict high L ‘ - T
- school academic .success. - 33 34 )
. 6. Does not work well in groups withrpeérs. 30 | + 31 *
7. Does not set long-range goals.‘ o " 28 . . 29 -
) 8. Has failed two or more subjegts during .
the school year. ' - 27 . 28 \.
9. Does not respect or respond well to % ) oo .
authority. ) 25 26
10. . Has high academic poteﬁtial but is not
%- sresponding to instruction due to boredom,
“%r¥Estlessness, rebellious behavior, etc.”. 24 25
11. Does-not view teachers and/or adults B S i
*as approachable. ) 17 18 - ’
12. Has left school but+is re-enrolling. © 10 ‘ 12
/

igqure 2. Summary of Student Referral Catégories 1973-74
School Year (n = 97)

< A A ;
While a student need meet only one of these\criteria in order to

- “qualify" for FOCUS, it is rare to see a case in which fewer than

»

t - [ . 14 E
. i ‘ . / ’ . .
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/ln the orlﬁmnal FOCUS plan. P ik

. : (

three or four 1tems “"have been -identified by individuals and

agencies nom1nat1ng" a particular student. . . '1

-
.

Special Occurrences: Student Turnover. The turnover of

A ) -

students in the FOCUS project during its first three years of

oberation might be considered a "special occurrence". There are

//,only 100 students on the active rolls at any glven time, but through

transfer, release, and new admissions, well ovef two hnndred students
have been enrolled in thé project since September 1971. This has

not only made 1& necessary to stretch avallable resources--personnel

<

~

and materlal—- but has%also limited the extent to Wthh comparatlve
longltudlnal data havd been generated. To further explain the
[y

"expenditure".of project xesources, it must be recognized that all

-

- Y
interviews, conferences, 'and consultations, and all services such.
AY N . .

as testing, counséling, instructional design have been "repeated"
twice‘as often as one might “expect when cOnsidering‘a proéram
dealing with cne hnhdredfstudents. In moments of retrospect, the
staff is pleased to realize the FOCUS program has Hhad impact on an

<
audience far more extensive than‘oniginally conceived, but also |
recognizes that a 100% increase in student popdlation has added a

L

restrlctlon to the concept of 1nnovatlon whlch was not antlclpated

. -

Between September 1971 and Aprzl 1974, two hundred and ten
7
students have left FOCUS and have been’ replaced by new project
part1c1pants. A breakdown df enrollment during th1s three year

period .is presented in Flgure 3.

v

o B

E:




S~ * L .
t ,‘?)5?
. ] , k
3 Returned to regular Madison ) .
High School classes " , 51 T
- \'\“ 3 L)
- : Transferred to other Portland , !
high schools . * -5
’ L Family moved from Portland 15 . ’
L . Transferred to other local
institutions (Vocational .. fee
vfllage, Residential Manpower
. O ' Center, Portland Community College, .
« T o Evenlng High School) N ~ . 14
, . N . . e ;
53 : ' Married, left scHool ) .2 . -
LI - - .
Left school for full-time o ‘ B
. - ‘employment 12 - -
' Dropped all educational programs B \\
and not working . 7 . i
. ' L
Court assignment to group home 1 R
- B "Assighed to home teacher due to -
'f;> . \ extended 1llness " 2 d
School Board expulSLOn : . 1
Currently erirolled : - 100 )
Toa : 210
. v . ) f | ' ~ ?’
’ ‘ Figure 3{‘ Anafzsis of Student Turnover, .
\ . , " Sept. '71 - April '74
& . . . ~ . ] . A |
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Reattions to FOCUS. The day-to-day operation of the FOCUS

. ¢
project results in a constant flow of informal inputs which evidence

'S
: \

the positive impacf of the program on its students, faculty colleagues,

*
[

parents, and, other members of the community. Following. are a few

examples of such supportive feedback. - - . |

. 4 Y

. . . )
Case #1 - The Twins: Alan and.Dale are identical twins, ralike

L 4 ‘

in appearahce'as the proverbial peas in a pod. When they entered

the project during its firstlyear.of operation, they were described

-~

by their family doctor as a case of "reverse schizophrenia," that v -

is, two people behaving and thinking as a single personality.
. ) ~ -
"They .3re so closely assoqiated," said the doctor, "tht if one ‘
dies, the pthér will probably follow him within a vgry few days!"
] . - N R .

- . " '
If one twin was“ill and absent frzﬁ school, the other was also

‘absent. If. one Had twisted an anklé in ggm,t;he otlier had sympa-'

thetic pains. They always siénea up for the same. FOCUS classes,

ate identical lunches, and ignored other students in tHe project,
\ ' '

genérally.sitting on the fringes of any group, almost in physical . °

. contact with each other. .

Recently a visitor ‘to the p;oject made an anﬁoyed.éomment about
the noisey yowdiness shown by the two boys.during a garficulér claSé.
The visitor was amazed to hear pléased staff members crow with
delight and offer the incident as an example of broject_accomplish-
ment! foday} Alan and Dale céntinue’to take some classes together

but have no reluctance for signing up separately for others. Each

feels confident enough to embark on new attivities without the

-4




. .o § .
specific interést of each boy seem to have provided the right envi-

'Sald the+ $ame thlng. "I hate weekends now. They're really borlng,o

support of the other. From third gi&de reading levels they have. =~ . 1
progressed to the point where Dale reads at the sixth grade jevel

and Alan at the seventh, and both have completed remedial math

staff members'and oeers. Dale hasﬁsaid, "We never had any _fri nds
before. -That's ;eally what mahes coming to school worthwhile.|"
His brother’adds, "The steachers couldn't_teil us apart, and w
always used to feel dumb ' ' ; . L:

Ithhe analysis of the1r three years' patt1c1patlon in the

r

project, what E@CUS .has done for these boys is to prov;de a secure

Al

- .
base in which théy can rlsk moving out_of their two~person world. .

A9

Program acti%ities®such as casual 'rap" sessions, outwof-sohool
: . ~ ‘ *
trips for fishing and camping, and in-olass projects keyed/to the

~
['%

) -~ L] . \
ronment for* both cognngye and affectivé development.

Case #2- QpiedOm: Sunny was with FOCUS during the project's

. P o
first year. Stacey has been in the ‘program during the third year, %%&

Yet, whlle they Wwere three years apart, both Sunny and Stacey have

[ ’
nothing to do. I never thought I'd say this because school was

always the boning.thing before. t ‘now I hate weekends." -
.Casec#3- chahic: Bob has been with the project for three
B - «

years. He Sailed all subjects as\a freshman and entered FOCUS as a

"no credit" sophomore. By doing extra work, doubling summer school

~




- credits, and earning work experience units, he has made up for

liked cars and when the teachers,set;me ﬁp with job-sampling place-

“was over. I'm ulldlng up a tool s t, earnlng money, and us1ng my
time in school to really dig _into tuff I'll need to become a/top-
notch mechanic. "

Community -College."

-asked whether or not having been in FOCUS for two years was a

to "hang tough and wait }to find things I liked and could use."

PR »
. ' .
3 N : 7

v

his %Sst'year and will graduate with his original class. "FOCUS-

heiped me make sense out of educatioﬁ," says Bob., "I've always

© .

ment with a VW repair shop and let me earn credit for learning, it

made aYdlfference in my attltude to ard schqgol and teachers. The .

boss liked my w:;k and kept me on e job after.my training program

-

A
I mlght even try to contlnué*ln auto des1gn at the

. N )
3 . — »
3 . .
’ )

Case #4- Cathy and Karen: After‘two-years in FOCUS, Cathy and
'. - * o ) \.\ ;
Karen were returned to the regular Madison High School program to

complete their senior year. The two' . girls were»theﬁfirst "FOCUS

kids" %o attempt the rigors of the traditional senlor program and °

their The project staff

has”’ been déllghted to find both glrls have ‘been passing all thelr ;

rogress has been carefully monltored

’

classes and have even earned a sprinkling of A's and B's. When

Hﬁndlcap now, Kathy replied "....No. I probably missed some Engllsh

and soc1a1 studies, but I found out that what I wanted to know was

the most important thlng in learning. I guess I khow that 1ots~of

what they're giving us this year is garbage, but in FOCUS I learned

Karen was an indifferent student—- talented but turned-off.
. i]»\ \

*

She really wanted to leaye sbhgol after her freshman year but was

persuaded to become part‘9f FOCUS when the project started. She

*
A

-
- .
. .
’ 1 g“ ‘ : \) ;
. * '
” . t .
.
.




" know what you people did with Tina last year, "but whatever it- was,

’ ’ ‘ )
. . ) -17

remained with FOCUS for two years. Recently she has come back to
speak with project personnel and ask for help in selecting a good
college where she can train to be an art teacher.' "I really want

to be,a teacher in a‘ program thke FOCUS," she has said, "that'

where I might do the most good."

Case #5 Tina's Mother‘ Tina ‘spent only one year in FOCUS

before returnlng to the regular program. Early éhls year, Tina's )

mother visited the school for a P.T. .A. function and took fime to

stop by the FOCUS =0 ffice to speak with” the project staff "y don{t

. ‘A
it sure made*a differefice. She's really d01ng well 1n school ﬁhas

year.,\she's hlossomed out and I'm so_pleased. I wanted to tell k‘@*é%
‘you* because I know that schools, partlcularly FOCUS must get sick | =
of always gettIng complalnts and never compllments. S
? f Case #g@ Librarian: The school librarian sent the .project e
staff a very supportive letter excerpts of which' read. "...The,

¢ 7 3

change (since the first project year) is impressive to mé and my

s

staff, The students are more polite than the average teenagers.

They are using our resources well and have enough sense to ask for

help when«they need it. Many students don' t. Many of the students
have 1mproved thelr dress standards and are far more attractive: I -

feel that the staff being so welkl-groomed and wearing the newest

Styles has 1mpressed the students. In other words), they are )

’

accepting a model. . ‘ ’ T
I know nothing about their academic achievements,'but they do

seemiinterested in what they do in class. If changing a behavior

o -

pattern is a goal of the program, it is successful. These boys and

~

o N
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girls are pleasant to worinwi%h and are interesting Quman beings.
I am proud}bf what has been accomplished by this staff. Ikwould'

. . . N TR
hate to have had to work as hard as'éhey did to achieve these -
M »
positive results, but it must .be rewarding..." (Constance Wickwire)

* *
L] -~ 2

Case $7- Hostess: 'In a letter to the Madison principal, a

Seattle resident with whom several students from FOCUS stayed}during
i v

a field trip wrote: -,".,.I am writing ﬁo’tell_you I had, as
. - - N

. house guests, nine of what must be'the finest young men in your

school. They were on a field'trip to Seattle-with Mrt;Panker‘

(FOCﬁS staff member). I was apQrehensive}to learn there would be

I

‘.nlne boys staylng with us, but I invited tHem and to my pleasure

-
.&

’ we had ‘a very memorakle tlme. The boys were courteous, polite, and

z

most helpipl.' By occupylng my four young chlldren whlle breakfast
was-being prepared, helping with the dishes, and d01ng some general
household chores; they made themselves most welcome._ From our house

they contlnued on-their trip,. all of us a little richer for the

/experfence..." (Mrs. James Locke) .

Case #8- Quarantine: Jeff was a sophomore in fOCUS when he

3

% .

contracted scalfies and was quarantined for two weeks by his doctor.
ThlS created a pfoblem for the project staff because Jeff kept
sneaking away from home to go to schdol "I'll miss out on what's
happenlng," he complalned each time he was sent back home. L /ﬁ
Becky had a severe eat 1nfect10n but kept comlng to school.,

A'staff membepyflnally had to drive her hgge\and try to convince, her

mother that she was too ill to be in schoof&q "But she keeps saying
she feels fine," said the mother, "what ki;§ of school are'you

running up there?"




. -
«
<

Case #9- Substit&te Teacher: Ms. Lewis.is a substitute teacher

in\the’Portland'schpols and frequently reéuests blaceSZnt in FOCUS§ .
and other alter tivevprograms in the district. " She says, "FOCUé
-is the best alternative in town. Notlthat the program‘is perfect
or cpuldn'} be 1mproved But, you' re mlles ahead gf everyone else

¥

in the gaﬁe as far as p051t1ve 1mpact on your studehts 1s concerned

k .

-

I‘like/to work with FOCUS, it s a warﬂrnlace." “rv .

Case. $10- Self-gpéraisal: Linda came to an afternoon staff

evaluation meeting to discuss-her progress with her teachers. "I

. L e .
never made it too hot in school because I'm a smart-mouth," she said. »

°

- //{’mBnt I don't hassle Leon, heis the best teacher I eJ;r had. I don't ,

care what he teaches, I sign up for all of his classes. I don't

v e

smart-mouth him." " . : . -

-

- Case #11- Parent Protests: Four mothers wftn children in a

SRR . - /

" nearby elementary school were.publicly outraged wEen they discovered
that FOCUS students were serving as tutors with graderschool children..

During a PTA meetinga one comblained, "What right have you (FOCUS) to

-~

. allow those creepy, messed-up kids, who can't even do their own math
LA "and reading, to work with our children" The commotion was so great
that the tutorlng program was susPended "for further study by school

N
. admlnlstrators The FOCUS staff ‘invited the protestlng parents to.

Sy,

-

‘visit ghe progect and talk with staff and students.« The' parents aid
b

this, observ1ng for the better.part of a day. They left convinced

that FOCUS not only offered a legitimate educatlonal prégram, but .

that FOCUS-students would be unlquely able to he&p;younger ehlldren

>

with various. educational and behavioral difficﬁftges. FOCUS tutors

!

. R . . .
were reinstated in the elementary school and soon after became active
. in two other schools. ‘ o oy ¢ if

L)
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Case #12- Madison student journalist: The Médison school

neWspaéer, The Constitution, sent a member of the reportinb staff

to visit FOCUS and write a human interest story on her observations.

»

Among other comments, the reporter wrote, "FOCUS classes feel like
being in a large warm family instéad of a school. FOCUS teachers .

seemed- more like older brothers and sisters than the§ did teachers..
It was a.neat feeling." . ~

Case #13- Bus Driver: "I want ydu;to know that this is the.

L

©

friendliest, most interested,” and nlcest group of students I have

ever driven anywhere, " wrote the drrvergof a'ﬁhs chartered for a

. . B «

" FOCUS g&eld trip. T . ii.&‘&

<t ' : Ry
\‘,.» . N ‘ ,‘ ~.,

Case #l4- Superintendent: 1In anyartlcﬁe on Pox&land school

*

problems publlshed in the Sunday regongan, pr.(Robert Blanchard,
Superlntendent of Schools, was quoted as sayang, ".?.one answer to

@- \.
the d1str1ct-W1de'problem of student non-attendance would be the

development of more alternative programs such as Madisoh's ,FOCUS.

s
< , - Moy
P4

- -

project." - ) . ' ‘

0 N\

Case #15- Students Read: "Not really, does that'say shun?
(Stndent‘holding a Distar "tion" card.)

"I'm gettlng better at readlng, I.can téll. I pra tmce read-~

A3k

Al

ing newspapers at home every nlght. (Bill telling Splk and Roger

A

that he's starting fo "dig" books.) ' . *

4

Case #16~ Advisory Council.EValuator: A college counselor, a
"4

memper) of the Title III Advisory Council evaluation team reviewing

the CUS program, wrote a special letter to the staff following his
on-site visitation. He said; "I always thought that if I couldn't

e

work at the ‘junior college level, my next choice would be an elemen-—

- . : X 4
tary school. At the hottom of the list would be high school. But,
A ‘3;\‘ N / . ]

vy
.
5
«
.
-

-

%




. and writing some pretty good stuff of their own, I just.might have

- . . .
. . . R . » - °
. f - - ? . , .
. .
.o
f

/‘- 2 . ,"‘ ‘ ) .-‘

after spending time\with.FOCUS,‘particularly aftef?sitting in on
. "‘ . .
your poetry classes’wher#[kidsmwere rapping comfortably about poefts

to revise ny priorities. Thanks for a fine ‘experience...”
- ‘e N L] -

Case #17— Angry géone calls The officg,phone rang and a

* student secretary answered. "What are you people goingg o do

ahout qettlng them to start a FOCUS project at our hlgh school

3

»It s unfalr to other kids that only Madison students can have é

Al
program like this. My dagghter is being cheated‘and I'm going to
the School Board to make‘sure~that everyone get% it or none will!"

~

-

3. Effectiveness L ‘ .o

* When speaklng to the questlon of FOCUS effectlveness, it

must be polnted out that the,termﬁ%al goals of the projeqt are

15

really no dlfferent than those of almost any other American secondary
school. There is nothlng 1nnovat1we or exemplary about FOCUS in

terms of product obgectlves- Ehe staff hopes to help youngsters 7—}

to ‘become per1c1ent in the bas1c skllls to be capable of maklng o
p) &&} ¥
sound dec1s1on! to utilize effectlvely thelr leisure time, and to

* become, 1n general, happy, productlve members of the soclety.

»

7
What is innovative and exemplary about FOCUS are the processes

‘)
by which the project approache%‘theéé common educatlonal goals,. It

is in the areas of phllosophy, organlzatlon, personal relatlonshlps,

[N

and operation that FOCUS hopes to demonstrate procedures and protocols

which will serve as models for the natlonal educatlonal comtnunity..

It is unfortunate, therefore, thit: the natlonal validation

program is so exclusively concerned with measurable product objectives,

BT A A &




" validation program on the strength of the project's product objec- .
“tives ené.resultsﬂ (Also see State Advmsory Counc1l On-Slte

' Visitation report, pp. 142 ff, )

.or will reduce absem o less than 12.5% of days enrolled. S

. Attitudes rat1ng scale pre-test will dembnstrate a positive change

’FOCUS student population will demonstrate acceptable perform anc

ohstrate superior performance (rating of 4 or 5) on at least four

rating instrument. - \\‘-_—/ﬁ\

for the pr1nc1pal strengths and valtes of FOCUS 11e~1n the realm i

D

of process. The staff feels that in comparison w1th thdir process.

systems their product objectives are of secondary importance.
However, since, in regard to the Qerticuyhr student population

. t . . N I X "
involvéd, FOCUS outcomes are superior to those of the traditional

<

Madison program, it has been decided to proceed with the national

» -
N

’ ' ! 4

~

Major Product Objectives. 1. By the end of thé 1973-74

>
school year, 60% of the FOCUS students who hadpoor attendance .

records (absent more than 12.5% of days enrolled) during the 1972~
73 school year w111 demonstrate at ledst ten percent comparatlve

increase in the {umber of days attended. ('72-73 compared with '73 ~-74)

. [

’
24
«

A 2%’ By the tlme of ‘the final 1973-74 post-test, 708 of the

FOCUS\students who had ratlngs of 1, 2, or 3 on_ the Self-~ Regarding

of at least one scale ppint in each of the speciffe self-regarding
att1tudes contalned in the rating instrument;
3. By the time of the final 1973-74 post~test, 70% of the

N

(mlnlmum rating of 3[ anh~30% of the stodent population will dem-

of the flve behav1ors specified on the Self-Regardlng Attltudes

-

\ »

b ¢
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e id

of the FOCUS student population who had pre-test scroes worse tﬁan

'(read&ng, composltlon, math) of the T A.P. w1ll demonstrate 1mprqye-v

FOCUS. student selectlon process may be found in the.precedlng

‘ialist assigned to the project by the Portland school dlstrlct'

]

-23

4. At the time of the final 1973-74 post-test, at least 60% -

\

. ~ -~ .
one standard deviation below the norm on any sub-test (reading,™

[y

(4

composition, math) of thé T.A.P. will demonstrate improvemenitof at

least five standard score points.:

5. At the time of the final 1973-74 oost-test,'at least 60%
of the FOCUS student population who had pre-test scores betweén

w ¢

one-half and one standard deviation below the norm on, any sub-test

-

ment of at least 2,5 standard score pomnts.‘

Student Selectlon Procedure.. Completé descrlptlons of the L B

section, pages 10 - 12 and in FOCUS Monograph Series, #1 - Student

P

Sélection in FOCUS and #12 - Procedures for Admitting and Releasing

.

Students. ! - .
L4 . .
‘Evaluation Strategy. .Evaluation of FOCUS objectives and pro- K

' - s - -
cedures, both formative and summative, is a fnncﬁron of the project's

&

evaluator, Mr. Barry Reinstein. Mr. Reinstein is an evaluation spec-

-~

Research,and Evaluation department. He. proV1des the “thlrd-party

evaluation services called for.in the Oregon Title III State Plan.
. ’ :
Additionally, the project is reviewed in depth annually by an audit

team from the Northwes® Regional Educational Laboratory.l A complete

-~

¥

description of. the 1973-74 evaluation plan is included in_ﬁppendix\A.

4. * Costs. , ) /\
<, ’ ‘ -« )
Developmental and operational cests for the 1973-74.school }

%

year are displayed in Fféure 4, Estimated start-up costs .for N

schools wishing to adopt the.FOCUS model are displayed in Figure 5.

* - . N

s ° 26 - - e




* ; . ’ -24 f,"

'&L

€lass Item .

>

® . r

Ly ks .
Developmental .
Costs !

Operational

X Costs

- - T} A !
100 - Administration

Administrative Overhead.f

- 7200 - Instruction . R
. Salaries: ..
' -Project Qirector |

-Counselor: .
-Teachers (5 FTE)
-Project Evaluator: (. 2FTE)
-Secretary-

i
o

-Extra .Preparation Time (Staff)

-~Summer Training,

‘ . Travel:

. -Local Mllé%ge 1
» -Out-of Town . R

5 . <ot “ 4 N N
) W Contpacted Services:
T Ao ~Consultant, fees :
g & <«Consultant travel & per diem -
S PR ;“Testlng services -
S ~,"‘;1‘; . pf’ oAt oo,

S i ’”Dlssemlnatlon fﬁ

\

1,950

16,000 .

_ 12,000

t , . 44,600
3,509

5,00 ’
1,600%
2,700 °

2,200 °
2,000

»
- 450
480

1,200 "
400
. 200 . ,

-© 1,150

- n
j:f T o -Teaéh;ng Materl -& SuppIies: . e
EREES o -N@n-cohsumables ~3? PEPRRC T . 1,300
3 \ ,‘“'- (” [ -{.:‘;_ . #eonsumables ; X “ - ' » 1 ’ 000
K e £ oy i - N .
‘ ! . Off-Campus Facmlifias ;
2. P *
;o ,“' .
NE S Ff@ld Trlp Transpartaflon .
A Wl T
T Off;ce*ExpenseS‘”°,- -
. ¥ Added seg/! ty tlme R i
J,;c,:.‘i‘i‘ ‘: . -Te leghone S PRV . *
i 7. & -Postage : E | .
Mg Jpaper, m}sc.*oﬁflce shpplles 1,042 23,1200 M
BE ‘400 - Health “Setvices e e T s
0 3 R s i A, £ .
: AT NS w L Dy c e P .
* a.600 - Operatlon of Plant - P e TEo :
X .‘M‘ ‘3 .. ! - d’\‘ T o
800 - leed Charges (Employee beneflﬁQ% 3,754 s, el 7,@%4 T
f . [ L H <
) Y IR _’ “":'n . ., 'h-:.e. . (;,_ ":‘
P 1208— Capltal Qutlay = . LSy R S -1/ T
oo . \ = T R " . RN M,
o . s . T, N "
R ot . T R A VS $387426 . - $83 084 $121 510;
,‘f?'.’n b “D‘ k4 - Al ot DR N . S
‘ e . e CUA e . U
h I - . (R i L e e i '-,. S
e T . .. Figure 4, Developmental and Operatlonals .
P &) L, ¢ ' Costs ~,1973“74 R s
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Class Item \ Operational -
. : ’ Costs
-« R 4 ’ . »'
200 - Instruction . C ) / ,
' 5 Teacbérs, est. @ $10,000 each $50,000
i Team Leader,.est. .5 FTE @ §5,000 ’ 5,000
y, * Extra Preparation Time, est. ) ! . .
/ 5 da. for 6 staff @ .$40 da. , - 1,200
Student Teacher selection & ¥ :
. Coordination (est.) . \ § 250
R - Regional travel: Workshops,
- Conferences, etc. 425
i Consultant Services to Staff’ 250
Consultant Services to Program ’ \ 250
. « Consultant Travel & Per diem - 300
Books, filmg, non-consumables \\\ ‘ & 1,000
. ' Off Campus resources . 11,000k
o~ . » Summer Workshop: -
S : ~-Teacher stipends 5 x. 10 da.x $40 - 2,000
' -Team Leader stipend 15 da: % $40.. . 600
: > - icademib Year in-service classwork ' , =400
m . * ~ {
: . | N
500 - Pupil Transportation ° Yt
Bus Charter/bus.pperatién est. 4\ :
1,000 mi. @ $.75 per mi. i . 750
800 - Fixed Costs .. L
i . " Employee benefits @ 14% ' 8,230
» ~ <\‘ - .
Y ) '

T ' : ) Total | $72,655

T 3 Yo ?. Figure 5, Estimated Start-up Costs for
U ST ' Schools Adopting FOCUS Project .

LA . .
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S

# Personnel. sites should plan'on providiné at least

-2

one instructional- FTE for every ‘twenty students .who will be enrolled
LA

in the program. The FOCUS project operates with a student population
of one hundred and a team of five teachérs. The adoption site should

. also plan on providing,at least .S5FTE for program leadership (depart-

S

«

ment chairman, team leader, program coordinator). Additional personnel
might also be provided according to local conditions. (secxetarial/

- cle{ical help, counselor, teacher aides, etc.) . " ) )
) i . * .
. Physical ReSources. Adequate classroom‘space must be provided.

One teacning station for every twenty students is a mfnimal require~

-

ment. Adequate office space is ‘also required. Dependent upon local

o

conditions, special school stations (gym, science labs, typing rooms,
“etc.) might als

be made. available for short-term use on a negotiated -

1

basis. .

Staff Development. An intensive staff development program,is‘

an important start-up actiwity in establlshlng a FOCUS-type progftam.

A summer orlentatlon/tralnlng workshop should be considered part of

the necessary pre-operatlonal program. (two to six weeks, according

’

L 4 . .
to resources available for staff development.) Academic year i

seryice should also be con51dered a part of the adoption program.

13

Costs of teacher time for staff development aCtTVltleS must also be ,

¥ ”

absorbed by the school according‘to local "extra time" policies.

Local d1str1cts and schools should also provide some funds for ‘ .

obtalnlng consultant sexrvices, for the project and staff.

)
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Travel. A small travel allowance should be provided the pro-

gram by the school or district. This will-coyer costs involved in

sendiné,project personnel to local and regional workshops ‘and

»

conferences. (State ASCD, APGA, Title III, .etc.)

. ° s ‘ £ . .
Developmental Period. It is ;ecdﬁﬁended that schools consider-

ing fhe adoption of the FOCUS model commit’to ‘at least a two year

° ’ .

developmental period before deciding to dlscontlnue the program or

make major changes in its primary components\\»

Evaluation and Dissemination. Although both evaluatlo? and
dlssemlnatlon Hﬁve been Iyportant elements: of the FOCUS operatlon,

the extent of the adopter act1v1t1es*1n these two areas must be a
local éeciéion. It is f?cqmmended, however, that p;oj;cts adopting
the beUS model view local evgluatidn and dissemination acéivities
~-as important.e;e@ents of\the overall program.

o

Instructional Materials. Specification qf instructional

materials required in the operation of a prograﬁ based on ‘the FOCUS
model is difficult becaﬁse the choice materials used wi'l be depend-
eﬂt upon the individual staff members who make up the program ﬁeach-:
iné team. FOCUS teachers, im géneial, have'ﬁoé chosen to utilize
class sets*of—eemmerbiallyaproduced‘paterials. Instead,‘they have
relied heavily upon teacher-made ﬁéterials. Likewiée, they have not
been dependent upon_textbooks, preferriné to use "home made" hand-
outg, workéﬁeets, and brochures, pamphlets, etc. available from
governmental agencies, businessés, énd similar cdﬁmunity brganizé-
tions. The FBEUS cﬁrriculum hasLa strong media accent which reftires
an unusually extensive resource bank of hardware- caﬁeras, projectérs,

VTR equipment- as well as a rather high expendituré figure for film,

<

film processing,.flashbulbs, etc. -

+ ' ~ 30 3
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*  In short, the kinds of instructional materials and equipment
B N 3 { . .
employed in a program such as FOCUS are ‘almost entirely dependent
upon the preferences of the instructional staffxand their judgements

as .to which materials are most comfortable and app;obriate for the
o .

particular students with whom Ehey work. It might be said, however,

w

that _the total FOCUS expenditure for instructional materials and

supplies is éomparable to that of most other school brograms-- only

-

the manner in which available resources are allocated is different.

Financial Resources. - Projécted costs for FOCUS adoption pro-
grams are detailed in the budget which appears in the preVioué

section of this report. (p.25 ) Costs may vary from site to site

I

but figures.included are considered basic for the developmené%;nd
operation of a program based on the FOCUS model.

N =
. L3 N [ 4
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6'*’Pub11cat10ns and Materfals

The fOllOWlng dlssemlnatlon materlals are aVallable from the

“"An Alternatlve Wlthin," 14 min. d35cr1ption of program

project. (1972)

curriculum,

) ' ),

-~

(1973) x/h\\\m\§\
o 38 .

FOCUS project. ° .-
1, Monograph'Series . ™~
#1 student Selection in FOCUS (June
#2 FOCUS Curriculum Model . (June
#3 UEllizing Community Resourdes (July
- #4 Badic FOCUS Philoso : , (July
-+ #5 [FOCUS Student Teaching Component (Sept.
#6. ‘Analyzing Student Attitudes (Oct.
#7 Utilizing School Resources (Nov.
#8 Class Selection Procedure (Nov.
#9° Cross Peer Instruction (Nov.
#10 -Attendance Procedures " (Dec.
- #11 physical Resources (Dec.
- #12 Procedures for Admjitting and
Releasing Students (Jan.
#13 FOCUS Curriculum Summary (Feb.
#14 Anecdotal Records in FOCUS (Feb.
#15 An Observer Reviews FOCUS " (Feb,
. #16 Evaluation vs. Accreditation (Sept.
#17 _Staff Development in FOCUS (Oct.”
T 777 ¥I8 " Visual Literacy in FOCUS ~ — ° ’;["(Nbﬁ.'
. #19 Openiny School Activities . (Nov.
#20 Affective Measurement (Dec..
2. FOCUS Operational Handbook
) B .
3. Brochures '
. A Look at FOCUS
FOCUS in Bits -and Pieces
4, AnnualeReports ' _
- 1971-72 School Year A
. ‘ . ' ‘,
1972-73 School Year : E
5. .Sliae[Tape Productions ,
"Celebration of the Ordinary," 27 min.

~

'72)
'72)
'72)
172)
'72)

v72r

' 72)
'72)
'72)
v72)
172)

'73)

173)
173)
'73)
173)
173)
r73)
'73),
173)

overview of FOCUS

’

-
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7. Unanticipated Findings

IS

Returns to Regular Program.-’The orrg}nai FOCUS proposal was
prepared, in part, with the;idea that a one or two year experiencel
in a comparatively “open" school egmironmentvwould serve to pre-
pare turned-off, unmotivated studehts’ for eventual re-entry and
“success" in the regular school program while this has been the

case in some. 1nstances, it has not been the/general rule. The ﬂ»'
current feeling of the project staff is that the FOCUS alternative
should not be viewed as an educatlonal "fix it" shop. "Ifﬁwe re a
. . E\J@éltlmate alternative for freshmen and sophomores why not for
' juniors and senlors°" questloned one stafF member "Mo%t of these
<

kids are so messed up when they get to us thg; it would be an

impossible task to get their heads straight 1n year or éven two

JO— ﬁ RN
¥ 1 <a_ o

years. How can we hope to undo eight or nlngiyears of pre condltlon-
1ng in such a short time," asked another teacher. T\\x. -

. In short, FOCUS is now viewed as someéﬁrng\other than a
remedial»supplement to»the regular program charged with the task
of "straightening up" youngsters who do not fir easily: and comfort-’
ably into the educational mainstream. Instead, the project has
been~accepted as a viable, ednoationally credible‘program capable
of providing learning experiences congruent with the needs of stu-

w

dents across all:high ﬁchool gradee.

. Parental Involvement. Another key element in the original .

*

FOCUS plan was to bring parents into the operation of the pfoiect

in order to create in them a‘feeling:of "ownership" for the program

-

and to encourage them to become involved dlrectly with their ch11drens'

\A-«q‘

e B \

‘educétlonal development. Perhaps non-lnvolvement rs characterlstlc
. of garents of “FQFUS-type“ students or perhaps staff efforts have

been inadequate, but the goal‘of establishing close home-~project

*

. €. . .
relationghips has not been achieved. - . 34 !

x
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: Sﬂ M Staff Selection. FOCUS began operation witﬁfa*staff hired
,

specifically for an 6peﬂ, flexible school prhgram. However, since
S Ao ¥
g% 1971, local personnel/hlrlng conditions have changed drastlcally. .
R T, .
' Replacements for or1g1nal staff members have had to be made frbm a
Q N .

district-wide "pool" of teachefs released from other high schools.

L Four of the five tqgachers now on the FOCUS teaching team have come °

N

ROk to the project throgh thé ﬁist>fct “peol" of surplus personnel. All
i ‘ ' '

{;’ four of these teachers have made significant contriéytions to the
. ' \ \ ” . o '_ "
development of the program, leading to the startling conclusion that .«

hot vital to the success of failure of an open

[
J o

& hand-picked staff )

alternative program.

A ' e |
As an additional ndte, it might be mentioned that 8 teacher's
W . N . . . »
- formal academic preparation and specialty do not seem to be the key

n . -

- to his or her success with FOCUS students. More important, by far,
are the individual's 1nterests, abilities, and activities away from
the academic arena: teachers who pa{gt, fly airpléanes, scuha d;ve, -

"@limb mountains, collect shells, etc. seem to be far more effective
than those whose impaet on students is pfedominantly "content-
. oriented."

Faculty Attitudes. In terms of their acceptance of the FOCUS

T program, members of the regular Madison High School faculty can be

.

divided into three groups. ¢ . ) ‘ .

,‘ One group, certainly’the largest, has accepted the proiject as
5 \ a legitimate part of the overall schoel program. These teachers
cooperate and support the program because they can accept both the
bas1c FOCUS phllosophy and ~the day-to-day operational procedures

9 which make the pronect distinctive.
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Another group of teachers accept the project's existence in
Jl\ N
the school ang support the continuation of the program in future
. !s ’ ’ . )
years. This acceptance, however, is not based on the "right" N

_ reasons—~— philosophy, curriculum, procedures: too often teachers
accept FOFUS because it makes thelr own classes easier to manage..
"1'd rather have a class with 35 'good' students in it than a class ’
of 30 with two or three of the FOCUS kids," said one faculty member

honestly.

L. 4

* Finally, a small segment of the faculty objects to the concept
of an alternative such as FOCU3 and, realistically, will never accept

the need for anything but the traditional school program. FOCUS and

* its staff menbers have, however, learne@ to a%cept this condition andg

continue on a course of peaceful professional co-existance. . . 3
- .

In summary, the FOCUS pxoject]/ has become an established part of

the total Madison program, no longer dependant dpon continued federal

T
. funding for. the resources and support.it needs to remain in operation.

Shared Resources. A hoped for, but nonetheless pleasing, $pin~

) ' off result of the FOCUS program has been the impact‘of the project

. R - "
on some teachers and students in regular Madison classes. ' Students

’

from regular Madison ansses often visit and participate in FOCUS
classes and seem to have little reluctance in "carrying back the

message" to their teachers and classmates. Consequently, FOCUS ,

Ng,staff members- are frequently asked to share study units, teachlng

s&rategies, and spec1al materlals utilized in the FOCUS program.

Materials used in the FOCUS "Vlsual literacy" approach to communica-=
“tion skills development have been of paf?icular inﬁerest to teachers

* in Madison and other local schools.

- ”~

- ‘ ' .30
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. Conversely, the FOCUS' staff has learned to overcome initial

- hesitance to ask for ﬁelp among the Madison faculé&. As trust and

A}

cooperation have grown, FOCUS has beep able to request and receive
. . . ) . <
help from almost every department in the school, including materials,

" classroom facilities, special equipment, and, perhaps most importanit,

\

the voluntary @ssistance of many teachers,

¢

k\) ' Aéade&ic Improvement. It must be ﬁnéerstood that the most )
important goals of the FOCUS project iie in the affectivg realm,
This isynot to say, of course, that cognitive outcomes.ane igﬁofed.
However, the greatest thrusts of the project duringvits three
operational yeérs have been directed toward such areas as values
clarification, self-image, and interpersonal relationships. It has;
been encougaging; thé;;}ore,'to find that respectable cognitive
growth has occurred with most project students, albeit as a "by
product" of basically affecti&e activities., ?OCUé staff members”
 feel strongly *that a student's feelings of self-doubt, inadequacy,
and detachment must be'encouﬁtered and resolved before substantive

academic progress can be accomplished. ‘ N

v 3
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o Application s
. for Validation , o ‘

3

PART II-<-Effectiveness/Success ’ ' R

. ~

Project qbjective (s) identified for validation have
. . been attained and the performance of the learner
“ has been improved. -

-~ Major Product Objectives: e
. As stated iﬁ the previous section, the following objectivqi
" reflect only the product goals of the FOCUS project. It is un-
fortunate that the project's érocess objectiveé, which are of far
greater signifiéance to the)educational community, can not be °

~

measured in such a way as to ‘fit the requirements of the National

+

-

. Validation ‘program. . ; o 3

. % o .ob : :
i g 1. By the end of thé 1973}74 school year, 60% of the FOCUS students

who:had poor attendance records (ébsent more than 12.5% of days'
: ’ 3

enrolled¥*) during the 1972-73 school year will demonstrate at least

a ten percent comparatiwe incréase in the dags attended, ('72-73
compared with '73-1&; or will reducg absencé to less than 12;5% of
da?é enrolled. ¢ ) !

"2. By the time of the final 1973-74 post—test,~70% of the FOCUS

students who had ratings of 1,2, .or 3 on the Self-Regarding Attitudes

b

rating scale pre-test will demonstrate a'positive change of at

least one scale point in each of the specific self~regarding

.

attitudes contained on the rating instrument. -
. | . ey - ) , i
e 3. By the time of the final 1973-74 é%spftest, 70% of the FOCUS.

student population will demonstrate acceptable performance (minimum

- -

¢

’ . -

* 12.5% accepted as abproximate "norm" for absence among Port%and

RS, UL TRTHRR L A N TR (T TR TR PR A

digfrict high school students. |

e T i



rating of 3) and 30% of the student population will demonstrate

superior perfdrmance (rating of 4 or 5) on at least four of the

five.behaviors specified on the Self-Regarding Attitudes rating

-
»
-

instrument.

v

.4. At the time of the final 1973-74 post-test, at least 60% of

-

the FOCUS student population who had pre-test scorés worse than one
standard deviation beléw the norm on any of the sub-tests (reading,

composition, math) of the T.A.P* will deﬁonstrate_imprOVement of at ~

.
2

-

least five standard score/points. g ) .. .

-~ o

5. * At the time of the final 1973-74 post—test, at least 60% of thg-

4

Ny »
FOCUS student population who had pre-test scores between one-half e

A

and one standard deV1at10n below the norm of any?sub-test (readlng,

H

composition, math) of the T. A, P¥ will demongtrate 1mprovement of at -

<least 2.5 standard score p01nts. Cw '

e -

e

* - T,A.P. refers to Test of Academic Progress, a standardlzed
achievement test uséa'—ﬁtoughout the PortIand school’ dlstrlct.

-8y - :

2 . ’
~
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for Validation : g -

PART'II——Effectiveness/SuccessL(cont.)

Objective No, One , . 5.

1

By the &nd of the 1973-74 school year, 60% of the FOCUS

\ students who had poor attendance records (absent more
*than 12.5% of days enrolled*) during the 1972-73 school

+| year will demonstrate at least a ten percent comparatlve.

increase in the days attended, ('72-73 compared with & -~
i "'73-74) or will reduce absence to less than 12.5% of R N
days enrolled. _ o -
. ’ \ - LN
-~ * ’ ‘ ‘

-

. o™ .
. . A . "‘\

R Rt

-
* 12 5% accepted as approximate "norm" for absefce among
Portland district high _school students. L1 -

T
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.- Inltials xl, < ~Enrolled

. ..,

lZA‘
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v Objecfive 1, item 2, continued

e .
3 34 3 LI N /
o d L] N ‘

7 7 studént ¢ i 3 Days Days
e Initial = ~ Enrolled Absent

T

Lt RN e 174 . loy.
e ioiMS . 174 1%
oLk DS e 174 22%
W oWiEs A 32 . 8
YRSy e 174 31
© Mp - 174 21
GV . . o 174 24
W o 174" - 14
RW - ‘ S . 174 15 =~ -
DW 174 7 :
" RS¢ S 147 , /f?
. RBQ R 174 9 . »
MBr* » 174 14 7\
JG - ‘ . 174 50 )
DG - 174 . 4
KJ . : 174 14.
SJ ‘ . 174 . 38
RL ‘ 174 7 26%
. WM 174 12.5

RM 174 4
i s 174 .11
- PP -174 : 8
LR ‘ . 174 ] 35
SS, 174 25

BW 174 .3
MW . 95 28
“ MA © S 174 3
JB LT ’ © 174 . 24

-
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- Objective 1, item 2, continued .
!+ Student Days Days % of Days
Initial Enrolled Absent Absent
- sM 174 &% 5,5 . ;
NO 174 ’ 41 23.5 :
SSa 174 " . 21 © 12 . |
cSt 159 15% 9.5 ,-/ i
LS 174 19 11 - 3
cT 174 a 3.5
Jv 174 19 11

Thuai_gé_;ge 89 s

were available at the beginning of the 1973-74 schoo

o

>

tudents fox whom 1972-73 attendance data

1 yeaf, 48

(53.9%) met the project's definition of "poor attendance" (absent

12.5% of more of daystQrolled), indicating clearly that there was

~ [

a great need for attendance improvement to be viewed as a prime

. -

project objective.

P

L




Appvication ) \ ' o ' v : v
for Validation . . .

-

PART II~~Effectiveness/Success {(cont.)

-

%

Objective No. One

«

v
n

3., Describe activities for the attainn{ent of the objective:

r

v

FOCUS attendance procedures and activities are described
. . ) o Q. “ *

in detail in FOCUS Monograph #J:O', Attendance Procedures '\d

and also appear in “"Attendance Procedures," P 78ff.m,

. Program’ Operational Handbook. ' g
» T

%3

ékﬁ




-4(a). Describe evaluation design:

Application Ty,

for Vali@ation

.

“ ?Kﬁf;II——Effectiveﬁess/Success (cont.)

Objective No., One

Evaluation of this objective is by Comparison/Discrepency.
Students whd‘fit, on the.basis of their 1972~73 attendance,

the project definition of "poor "attendance" are identified

dyring the first month of school. At the end of the year,

the 1972w73 absenéee rates are compared with the. 1973-74

v 'I’ ’ »
rates and .improvement is noted. (Comparison based on the

o4

percentaée of days absent while officiallv enrolled.)

A
L] * .

//Resulting data are then vieﬁed,in terms of the project

objective. If 60% of the project's "poor.attendance" : .

. students have shown at least a 10% attendance improvement,

the objective is considered accomplished. %

o

a ’ :
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g Appllcatlon :
1 i for Valldatlon
?e \ . R .
PART II—~Effeetiveness/Success‘(cont.)
) Objective No. One h
4(b). Describe the procedures.used for evaluation: .
// 1. Project director records 1972-73. attendance data
from school records. (August) R . .
K\ 2. Individuai student records displayed in terms of:
‘ a. days enrolled
b. days absent
) c. percentage of days absent )
3. .Attendance dlsplays forwarded to progect evaluator.
* (October) o~
- - : .
. 4. Evaluator identifies individual students who are %
targets for objective. (October)
. 5. Project secretary maintains daily<ettendance records
- for all students. . )
¢ 6. Project director compiles attendance data for 1973-74
i school year. ;:§TY) ' v
» . o’
7. Project evalu r compares 1972-73 data w1th 1973*74

data and determines degree of objective attainment. (May)

’

Note: Attendance data after May 10 are not recorded due

to the need for data reduction prior to the end of
° t

the scheol year. .




~4(c). Describe the activities:

Application * _ - .
for Validation . v ‘ ~43

H
3
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PART II-—Effectivenéss/Success (cont.)

Objective No. One . "

Evidence to support claims of goal attalnment réqardlng student

attendance is ihferential. The majorlty of FOCUS students had

Ay

contlnually poor attendance records during years prlor to EOCUS
enrollment. The marked improvement'in student attendance, both

1nd1v1dually and as a group, is accepted by the project staff as

.

_ ev1dence of the effectlveness of thelr efforts to hold students 2
in school. . N

Additional Lnferences ma& be drawn from follow-up surveys on the

w

attehdance records of FOCUS students who have left the project to
enroll in other_schools.‘ Durlng the f1rst two years of project k ,4a
operation, fifty-two students left FOCUS for various reasons.
Twenty-six left the project because their families moved to other
high school districts. Twenty-two were returned .to classes in the
reqular Madison High School program,‘and four left for other reasons-

marriage, extended illness, and court detention. Of the fifty-two

3

who left FOCUS, only elghteen actually enrolled and malntalned

-~

satisfactory attendance 1n thelr new school env1ronmeht\ Compar-

<

ison of data regarding these former students and those who remain -

- -

in the project leads to three conclusions:
. * 4
. 1. FOCUS screenlng procedures and selection criteria are
effective in identifying students %ho are very likely to have
attendance problems apart from the FOCUS context.

2: The FOCUS "treatment" is relatively ineffective in prepar-
ing students to become regular in their attendance in regular school
programs. k . ‘

Q

"3. THe FOCUS alternative is successful in helping students with
poor attendance records improve attendance and, .quite probably, in
reducing- the number of school dropouts.

< ) b ] LX)
‘ | . ‘41 y
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7 " PART IT--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) .

Q%jective No. One
[ - .
4(dr: Describe sampling technique:

° r‘h‘ -

The gomplete:statisticél uniyerse - i.e. 3ll students

L4

for whom complete 1972-73 atfendancé data were available -

make_up the sample.
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. - _ PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.):
Objective No. One - ,
4 S ribd . . L. |
(g). Descri procedure, give evidence of equivalency:
" : -
. Al
. . ) . . -
. Not applicable
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PART IT--Effectiveness/Success (cont-)
. - \ .

Objective No. One ’ . L !

~~~~~~~

4(f). Identify and describe the instrument:

- ~

.

Instrumentation: - ) -

e

1. 1972-73 Attendance Data: . _ O , |
o A. Students New to FOCUS- Igformation.has been” gathered

from school records from Madison High School and o

. local el tary feeder schoo;s._ It is assumed that '
;’/;atfggg;;i: data are accurate, ) - . :

-

B. Students Continuing in FOCUS- Information taken

directly from daily attendance records maintaiﬁ?d

by the project secretary. - r

£

1973-74 Attendance Data: ¥ .
All information taken directly from daily’ attendance.

- records maintained by the projeét secretary.

Time lapse between pre/post'data collection is twelve months.
(éﬁ& of 1972-73 and 1973-74 school years). The validity and

¢ r

reliability of this type of data are considered high.

LY

(Also.see Monograpﬁ #16, Attendance:Procedures for detailed

. explanation of attendance routines and data maintenance.)
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- PART iI—-Effectiveness/Success_(cpnt.)

Objective Nao. * One . F‘

e
-
-

4(g). Give evidence of gqualifications:

R

- -~
LY

Attendance in FOCUS is gathered daily by classrqom teachers,

collated and recorded by the project secretary, and displayed

" by the project evaluator,

e

classes, identify whicg/students are missing, and report

of missing students to the project ecretary.r C
[ 3 ....k
t . 3 -

The project secretary has had extensive experienc

4

school clerical posi"'tions.r She is currently, employed on the

School Principal's Secretary salarylschedule,.the highest category
| . ! .
for classified personnel ip the Portland eﬂﬁool district. NI
LU : sy
The‘projéct evaluator has had previous e#berience as a classrbom
N / |

teacher, educat;on researcher, and evaluatlon SpeClallst. He:is
currently a member of ‘the stljf of the Plannlng and Evaluatldp

Department 'of the Portland S hools and is pursuing a doctoréte

v-in educational reséarch and evaluatlon.‘ /”’//ﬂd/

- ‘/
¥ ’

In summary, the qualification f/ all personnel involved seeft

v

more than adequate for the pﬁgpos s of taking, recording, and

. x

appraising student attendance. ' >
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PART II--Effectiveness/SucceSs“(cont.)

Objective No. One

4(h). Describe the procedures:
,\ ' . T *

1. DPaily attendance records for all students are recorded and
checked twice, once in the mornlng and once’ in the afternoon.

-

PrOJect dlrector rev1ews attendance register perlodlcally
o ‘ ' 3. Project director dlsplays attendance data according to
R ! requirements of prOJGCt objective. )

4., Project eval ator verlfles display 1nformétlon, calculates
degree of objective attalnment' ) '

5. Title IIL program auditor verifies the work of project
< . evaluator in evaluatlng project director's evaluation of
secretary s records in order to ascertain their accuracy
in reflecting student attendance.

-1- -2= ~-3-7 '
-Attendance Daily Records re- .
monitored attendance viewed monthly
by teachers| “|recorded by by Project.
twice daily| |Proéj. Sect'y| | Director )
. N A '...7_.
Feedback.
- . on
\ ) N Process
. " —4=- .. ~5- Revision
Data Analyzed| | Data Reduced
. 3 and Displayed| |and Evaluated
by Project Y by Project.
Director Evaluator
, K
. v
& : Y )
. . 5 Evaluation
. > . report verified

by Title III
Audit team.

- - .
. - R
N
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) ot

¢ Al

One s

>

»

Ve (1) Describe the procedures: , d
: i, ' )
Y [ Y i % i
‘. o , :
Director's Evaluator's Auditor's'
Activities. , . Activities. Activities 4
r ~y - ~— - ~' T
Data Supervise record- ' Review completg Spot check attend-
Collection  ing of.gaily attendance re~ ance records, verify
. . attendance cords, verify. accuracy in direc- ,
verify accuracy completeness +or's report and
- evaluator's report
Data - Display- attendance (Compare 1973- Spot check eval-
Reduction  records in annual .. 74 recoxrds with ~uator's analysis
report 1972-73 records , ‘progedures
Data Interim report Examination of
Reporting and final report reports for accurate
' based on analysis and proper conclu-
. and comparison of sions regarding
1972-73 and 1973~ degree of objective
. 74 attendance attaginment ,
~ o records ) |
Personnel - William Olsen Barry J¢{ Reinstein, Mark Green, North- \\\\

-t g

and Ralph Nelsen,
Project Staff ,

’

Research and Eval-
uation Department,
Portland Public
Schools ‘

d

.
-4

.west Regional

Educational Labora-
tory’ .
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?ARTFIIv—Effectiveness/Success (cont.) .
\ R ) ) ' i

Objecj#ve No. -One

.

v
-

'R
‘.

5.- Present evidence of Objective Attainmént:

s .
.

| Analysis ofddata below indicates that forty-one studénts

began the year in FOCUS who had, by definition, "poor"'aEtendance

¢ ’ -

records during the previous school year. (Absent 12,5% or more

" of total days.enrolled.) These students were the target audience

Tt "for this objii}ive. A breakdown by class indi%ates that approx-"

\imateiy two- rds of these studgnté wexre beginning their first

3 —

' year as project participants and that one-third were continuing =~

ot in FOCUS from the prévious school year. Also, sixteen students
' A - . : T

were freshmen, twelve were sophomoresd, ten were junidrs{ and
three were seniors.: R , .
‘Comparisén of 1972-73 attgndancé records with 1973-74
recordgjfof'thésg_students shows that 70,7% improved their
‘~attend;nce:§a$isfying this objécpive, mither by decreasing - )
absence by +«10% from thé-previous ye%r, or by reducing absence
. below the lé.S% léveL.' Thus, th goal.of improving the atﬁendanné,
of 60% of the "poor attég@ers"vﬁas surpassed by almost 11%. '

b, . . . .

. v .
(Please refeg to data presented on the néxt two pages.)

i
13 =

*
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Tt ~ PART II--Effectiveness/Success “fcont.)
Cm . ‘ : p - = . .

.. Objective No. One . , ' ‘ T

I ; . -
- ~ Oy -

6, State the conclusions:

.

< ¢ A\
Slnce FOCUS is a program ‘designed to help students become
more positive in thelr attitudes tOWard schdﬁé one key j>/ .
measure of the project's success and effectlveness is the
attendance of students. ‘Records over three years indicate,
- ' a substantial improvemeht among students,whoduéet'the ﬁro— )
ject deflnltlon of "poor attendance;" (absent 12.5% or
more of days enrolled ) Ind1V1du5I\students, parficularly
in their first year with thé.projeet,‘haye made uotewortby,
often dramatic, fmprovementsiv As a droup, FOéUS students
maintain a record of attendance which compares favorably
with overall attendance among'all Portland-area uigh school -
; . populations. , - ' ' '
Students‘with prior year "poor attendance" haﬁe;/iﬁdeed, -
improved their attendahce during tue 1973-74 school year in .
comﬁarison with the 1972-73 school year. Of the forty-one -
students 1dent1f1ed as the target audience for this objectlve,
twenty-nine eithexr 1mproved their comparative attendance by
’ ' 10% or reduced thelr daxs/absent to less than 12.5% of their )
days enrolled. The goal of helplng 60% of. the target audlence
reach the accompllshment Ibvel for this objective was surpassed.
.(70,7% of\iarget audience met objective ) ‘ .

It would appear that improvement of this nature is due to

the flexlble, student—centered4 supportlve nature of the FOCUs

program. . 7 - . 57 .
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»  PART II--Effectivenesy//Success (cont.)

Objective No. One

71\\fre§Ent evidence:

. S A ~

A J0% decrease in absence is reqllstlcally the maximum

improvement to Be’ expected of students in the FOCUS program.

‘w »

That is, students with consistently poor school attendance,

s~

disenchantment with the traditional school program, repeatéd

academic failure, and general indifference. The criterion of
N [ -
» L3 lm L]
10% improvement is based on previous experience and research

si've
T

TR

literature. S ‘ o
Getting stuﬁen;s of the above nature to be absen% less

than 12, 5% of their total days enrolled is g considerable

achlevement in llght of the facttthat their absentee rates

would then be comparable to the general average of all high_

school students in the Portland *school district.
&

- N . =
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bbjectiVe No.

-

PART II--Effectiveness/Sudcess (cont.)§

Two

k3

o

. By the time of the 1973-74 post-test, 70% of the FOCUS
students who had ratings of 1,2, or 3 on®the Self-
Regarding Attitudes rating scale* pre-test will
demonstrate a positive ‘thange of at least one scale .
point in each of the specific self-regarding attitudes
contained on the rating instrument.

-
o - ‘ - . - : ‘ ‘
* The Seif-Regardihg;Attitudes rating scale is a 1ocell§
developed, criteria<refeXenced instrument uséd by teachers to

monitor student progréss d¥ring the ‘school year. It allows -

- f ¢
distinctions of degree within five separate categories:

>~

A. The student shows 1nvolvement in clgssﬁﬁﬁa*ﬁibjesi__’~(/¢\ o
activities. . . .

B. The student works productlvely w&th both staff and
peers in small groups. : ) \

C. The .student shows ability to handle own feelings
and other peoples' feelings in a manner not:
destructive to self or otheérs. .
D. The. student deals constructively -with feedback from

- other students and staff regarding his own behavior.

E. The student shows a COmmltment to the FOCUS project.

-
-

(A copy of. this instrument is included in Appendix C.)

Ly

-
ey
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Application -
for Validation -° [ .
. . o, ) o .
5 ) PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) .
,4 " 1-.-‘:’ B . N ) A '
Objective No. Two, i ) > . -

2. Description of needs aﬁsessment and findingé: \ -

» o

The origihaI‘FQCUS proposah was\motivated, in part, by the concern
of many Madiéon faculty for what they perceived to be growing
numbers of unmotivated, uncommitted, and unsucceséfpl students in’

their classes. Many efforts were made to pin-point the cause or

.

causes of-this phénomeﬂod, iqcludiﬂé surveys éf student opipion
by the faculty "We Care" committee, continuing "Let's Chat"
sessions Between the school principal and students, and faculty(
PTA "Coﬁcern"wmeetings. From these efforts- came the conclusion
the many school and student problems had théir origins in what
might best be cglleé "the realm of}self-concept." "
A substantial'portion of the‘ninety-seven students who wérg
enrolled in FOCUS during the first hénth of the 1973-74 schoo?
year had multiple-references. That is, they came fétp’the prqﬂ}
aect with school histories marked‘with two or more mgtiyatiénal,
commitmen;,ﬂand/or success anomoliéé. As indicated %p Figure 2,
p. 1l,studen;\¥efgrrals to FOCUS for such r€asons aé&"gges not
wofk well in groups with peefs, Does not find studies meanindful
or relevaﬂ%; Doeé not believe in selgj andyﬁas high academic

. potential but is nét responding to instruction due to bqfedom,
restlesspess, rebellious behavior, etc," are all too common.
Indeed, the frequency of such comments iﬁ relatiod to the past.
histories og FOoCcis students mandates attitudin?l and behavioral

modification as ahparamounﬁ target for the prp%ect, i “
3

+ o

3
&

- ouU . A
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. PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) -
Objective No. Two > ’ ‘ )

. «
i

3. Describé activities for the attainment of the objective:

°

No specific activity or stratégy can be identified és fhe
exclusive vipicle through which students' attitudinal and beha§;
ioral i;piovement"is attained in FOCUS: Ehe'entife project
operation is; in effect, such an activity.

‘ Perﬂapq the best way to adéress this séction is to.consider <¥

some of the agpects of FOCUS which differj}komsthe regéiar schoo®

~

program.

l',’.

L

Curriculum. The FOCUS curricuigm is built, .to as great an
1 3 - ¢ ’ . ‘ )
extent as possible, on student inpué& Rather than restrict stu-

dents to a course of study which teachers decide "is best for:
them," FOCUS staff members actively solicit comment$ and suggestions
from students as to what studies will best satisfy, their interests,

concerns, and needs. ‘At any given time, between 60% and .70% of the |

instructional modules found on the FOCUS class "menu" are those

which were requested or initiated by students. Having a major
"say" in the curriculum creates in students a strong}sensq of
proprietorship.

Scheduling. One common complaint of stu§ents in the regular
A M 1. ; M " .
% ' program. is that t{eir classes are too long, both in "minutes per

'gay;" and "months per year." 1In order to combat the boredom which

_oftenﬂiesuifs from year-long and semester cldsses, FOCUS operates

~

on §'§chedule in which classes can be completely changed every

v




"

‘ fourﬁs. Also, FOCUS classes are only 35~ﬁnuteé in length

inst of*48-52 minutes found in regular Madison classes. The

[ 4

"required" school day for FOCUS students is also noticeably shorter” .

than that of other Madison students. FbCUS students start thgi;,;ﬁr
first clasées at 9:12 a.m. and are dismiéséd from their final
instructional module at 2:17 p.m. Stu&%ﬁts in fhe ;egulér program
have a school day which éxtends from 8:20 a.m. to 3:10 p.m. )
| The resulttof this streamlined schedyle is tha{ students can
_apply all their energies over short periodg of time'and then move
on to énother set of'élasses before boredoﬁz§ets,§n. Mény FOCUS

students have said that they can stay with some classes they don't

) particularly like because they 4.now they can re-scheéulé after two

or three weeks. \\\\\h_*a‘a-— \‘
Evaluation. FOCUS approaches evaluatioh—i much different

‘manner than most school programs. Primarily, the difference lies
in the belief that evaluation is something a person does for him—-
self to foster continuous growth, not an adjudicative process by

Which énother determines one's degree of learning, success, good-
hnessi etc. While all FOCUS classes are definitely goal-oriantedf
the goals'pursued are predominantly tﬂose estgblished cooperativel§
by students and teachers and no formal gra@sf;ir report cards are
ever used. Again, it is in allowing stpdeﬁts a "piece of the
action",that‘FOCQS makes major departure from most schoo; programs,
a departure which fosters "good vibes" and feelings of self-wort@
and confidence among students.

¢

Student/Teacher Relationships. FOCUS teachers have frequently

!

s%id that they have only one import%}t quality which sets them apart
' V

v, B2




3 " PR

, from most other teachers-- a rather high tolerance for "deviant"
. behavior. Frankly, the dramatic reductlon of dlSClpllnary referrals
1nvolv1ng fgCUS students may be as much a matter of teacher toler~
ance as ;2}is of sudden change in student behavior. It takes a .lot
to get FOCUS teachers "up tightﬂ.{g class. This willingness to go
along with students hae a long-range payoff: unsupported in their
efforts to gain attentionﬁané get the teacher's "goat," new FOCUS.
students most often stop tfying and move on to more productéve‘ . "
activities. R \ \ '
Student/teacher relatiohships in FOCUS are typically pressure-
free. Everyone in the project is on e first name basis with every-
one else. and students like to point out to visitors that the
project staff members are more like older brothers and sisters
tﬁan teachere.
In summary, the relational proce;§es>in the project encourage
students to assumeldirection of their own learning goals and -
e

activities.

<

Values Labs.» One of the four main elements .in the FOCUS

instrdktional program involvés a seriés of classeg called Velues”‘ﬁ
Labs. The purpose of these sections of the curriculum is to

provide an arena in which, students can pursue,’with skilled leader- -

e e s g

ship, the questlons and crises involved in ldentlfylng and modlfylng \\
their own attitudes toward self and others. 'A dreat deal of time <
is spent in assisting students #n clarifying their.own feelings ;
and values as well as the feelings and raloes of others in their

A . . . : e
environment--~ peers, teachers, parents, neighbors, etc. .
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cpnt.)} ‘ \\
Objective No. TWO .
4(a). Describe evaluation design: - .

L]

Evaluation of this objective is by Comparison/Discrevency. Stu-

. e .
dents who are rated 1,2, or 3 on an October Self-Regarding Attitudes

scale rating are the target popuiation. .In April, the fourth and
last ratings of these students are comparea with, October ratipgs.

| Resulting data are then viewed in terms of the objective. If 70%
.« v A 5
» of the target population has shown a gain of at least on# scale

°

point in each of the self-regarding attitudes and behaviors contain-

ed on the Qgting instrument, the objective is considered accomplished.




Application .
for Validation

PART II--Effectiveness/Spccess (cont.)

‘Objective No. TWO _ . .

4(b). Describe the procedures used for evaluation: /

l. .Over a period of three years, project personnel have devised
an instrument which they can sysﬁématically record student
attitudes apd behavior. This instrument is called the Self-

Nt .
Regarding Attitude rating scale. (See Appendix C.)

2. Staff members(obseqye daily each stndent'é behavior pertain-

- "
ing to criteria references on the Self-Regarding Attitudes rating

\
*

scale.

3. Teacher ratings ére recorded quarterly and sent to project
evaluapor. ’ J . ;

4. First teacher ratings (early_October) are nsed‘as the year's
per formance baseline. .

5. Second and third ra;ings (December and February) are used to
provide_férmative data on individual students and allow qu,"mid‘--r
course" corrections; > : , oo

6. ’Fourth ratings (April) are compared with firgt r;tin s to
detq}ﬁiﬁe degree of growth/improvement during the year. N
7. If, by April, 10% of the students who had ratinggf 1,2, or 3
in Octoberrh;ve gaihed at_lgast one scale point in[each of the
instrument's categories the objective is considered accomplished.

Y

(Only students who have been in continuous“enr?i;ment are included
A . .

L4

in final analysis and comparisons.)

\
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

-

k4

Objective No. Two : ‘ ' . /7

4(c). Describe the activities:

/ - .
Evidence to support the claim of goal accomplishment regarding .

Eﬁé'modificatién of student attitudes and behavior is inferential.

Y

—

»

The ﬁajérityzﬁf’FOCUS students were referred to FOCUS becauéé\of

attitudinal &nd behavioral anomolies ifr previoqs’school situations.
(See Figure 2, é.ll) Improvement in student attitudesland be-~
havior, both individual and as a group, ié-acceptea by the pgoject
stﬁff‘as evidence of the effectiveness of the project j"treatment."
Additional inferences may be drawn from EPe many unsolicited
supportibe statements rega;ding FOCUS students' attitudes and
behavior which have been received‘from a variety of séurces—--
Madison teachers, parents, and other ﬁemberswqf‘;hq_qgmmyni;yl_A

(Samples of such supportive statements are presented in Section

. I-B2, "Reactions to FOCUS," PP.14-21.)

131
’

H

(Also see FOCUS Mbnograph #20, Affective Measurement,) ° T
; ¥,~—

%
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PART Ii-~Effecﬁiveness/Successf(contL)
.71‘\\ ° N
- . . L
Objective No. Two. - S .
~ ~ R - K ' .
4(d). Describe sampling technique:
. — . )

N .

" The complete statistical universe-- i.e.; all FOCUS students

-

who with October Self-Regarding Attitudes scale ratings of

-1,/2, or 3+-- make up the - sample.

) ‘ ‘ ' . . ' k.h
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Objective No. - Two 1\ .. . .

\

’ Describe procedure’, give evidence of equivalency:
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

“+
" v

Objective No. Two - - : , ..

-~

4(f). 1Identify and describe the instrument: . -

\

Py

- .

Thegevaluation instrument used in monitoring and evaluating

3

" changes infstudent attitu&és and behaviors is a locally-

developed crlterla—refErenced lnsqsument .called the Self-

i

Regardlng Attltude Scale. This 1nstrument, Wthh is 1ncluded

in Appendix C, identifies degree varlatlons w1th1n flve W T

attitude/behavior categorles.\ Members ,of the FOCUS instruc-

*

‘tional 'team record data on all project students every nlne .

P’

»weeks. Data from the flrst rating perlod (October) is comnared

with data from the fourth ratlng perlod (Aprll) in order to

»

determlne changes in attitudes and behav1or during the school

year.

N
%1

-

Time Iapse between pre/post data collection is six month, with

two interim ratings for the purposes of formative guidance. Judge-

~

' mental validity (constructer, user, and face validity) is hlgh and

"1nter%rater" rellablllty appesrs high. (Inter-rater rellablllty

.

will be stgtlstlcally determlned-durlng the summer.,) -

, 0G5 TN

*
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" Objective. No. Two
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PART II-—Effectiveness/Success.(cong.)

v

4(g). Give evidence of qualifications: -
3 1
& ;s * .

The Self-Regarding Attitudes rating scale (Appendix C) is

"adminis;ered four times a year by members of the FOCUS instruc-

tional team. Since the scale was developed hy these same persons, j

they are very familiar with the instrument.

Information recorded on the rating scale reflects student ge—
havior and attitude in FOCUS classes and out-of-school activities.
Project teachers, $ince they have the opportunity to observe stu-

dents on a day-to-day basis,.are in the best position to make the

.type of judgements calléd for by the instrument. Rating sheets
N

on. each FOCUS student are sent directly from the teacheré making

evaluations to the project evaluator. The evaluator records,

displays, and analyzes all scales and returns summary data to

teachers. for their use,
-~

The project évaluator, Mr. Barry Reinséein,‘is a member of the
Research and Evaluation Department of the Portland Public Schobls.

He is an experienced teacher, educational researcher, and program

~

eva%yator and is currently working on his doctorate in the area

of educational research- and evaluation.

-
In summary, all personnel involved in collecting and interpreting

data for this objective are suitably qualified for their particular

- tasks., - g

-

b ‘ .
) O’ . R ‘ T
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PART II-<Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

-

1

Objective No. Two . ' .

Troo
¢ ?13’

4(5). Describe the.procedures: °

1. Self-Regarding Attitudes rating scale adylnlstered by FOCUS
' 1instructional staff.

L

2. Instruments forwarded to project evaluator for collatlng,
dlsplayq and analysis. . <

3. Evaluator compares individual student ratings for October 7
and April and determlnes the degree of objective attainment.

4. Independent auditor on contract to the State Title IIT
office reviews project evaluator's work and verifies con-
clu51ons regardlng degree of objective accompllshment

.
: . , —_ —— e D

o

-1~ T -4~ '
Rating scale SRating scales, Data from 4th i
completed by forwarded to ~~ 7| rating period’ ;
teachers for |-y evaluator for compared with
" | every student| , analysis and data from lst ;
quarterly. _ dlsplay. _rating period .
SN S I R . —
T _,r : — i ' -
-3a- -3b- . =5 R
Data from Data returned . Conclusions re-~ |
lst rating } to teachers garding goal l
period estab- w for review aﬂab_g accomplishment K———
lishes baselinei formative.use made by project f
» (lst,2nd,& 3rd evaluator. | N
rating periods) — } -8="
R v Feedback
T TS TTUT Tt Y on process,
-6- revision
\ . ) Evaluation report . as necessary
‘ ’ subniitted to State
- C , Title III office ~.... -
LI ' \ l ] > SOV .\ . v . l‘
| , -7- ‘
; b Evaluator's
; report verified
: by Title III A
audit team .
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Objective No.

PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

Two

4(i). Describe the procedures:

Data

Collection’

X

Data
Redpction

Data
Reporting

Project Staff
Activities

Obse€rve students
daily, record
observations
quarterly on
Self-Regarding
Attitudes rating
scale.

<

\

Evaluator's
JActivities

Review rating
forms, wverify
completeness

14

Establish baseline
data for all
students on basis
of October ratings

Compare April
ratings.with
October ratings

" Feedback to project
staff after 1lst, ‘
-2nd, and 3rd -
ratings

4 -

Interim report

and final port
based on aXalysis
_and comparison of
October. and April
data. '

-68
i WV
Auditor's
Activities
Spot check

gating forms,
verify complete-
ness.

- Spot check

evaluator's
procedure, for
accuracy

~

Examination. aqf
reports for accurate
and proper conclu-
sions regarding
degree of objective
accomplishment.

File final audit
report

Personnel

All FOCUS teachers

Barry J. Reinstein,
Research and Eval-
uation Department,
Portland Public
Schools e

72

+

Mark Green, North-
west Regional
Educational Lab-
oratory '

N
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)
: i
Objective No._ Two ’ '
5. Present evidence:

The following data were recorded following pre/post ratings
for .FOCUS students. (Fall/Spring.)
ing this goal accomplished was 60%.)

(Criterion level, for consider-

.

Behavior/ 7

Attitude G6r. 9 Gr. 10 Gr. 11 Gr. 12 Total
N < 3 on pfevtest 22 - 412 17 $_. 10 61
- N with positivé change , ’
A 2 1 point on post-test 21 v 9 12 8 50
N N .
% with positive change . ’
_ . _* 1 point on post-test = 95.4 75 70.5 80 81.9
| ) . N £ 3 on pre-test 18 - 11 . 16 7 ‘52
f N with positive change ‘
? B 2 1 point on post-test 16 5 11 5 37
$ wi positive change - ‘
= 1 gloint on post-test 88.9 45.4 68.8 71.4 71.1
N = 3 om\pke-test 19 10 13 ° \9 =
N with positive change T )
C = 1 point on post-test 15 6 .10 5, 36
$ with positive’'change " .
- __ . _.=1lpoint_ on post-test _ 78.9_ 60 _._'_ 76.9_ _ _55.5 _70.5..
N = 3 on pre-test 19 10 12 10 51
N with positive change R
D 2 1 point on post-test 14 5 10 <{?7 36
' % with positive change )
- - = -« <S_lpoint on post-test _ 73.7_ 50 _ _ _ 83.3_ _ _70 _ _70.6 _
’ N =3 on pre-test 17 9 . 14 6 46 .
N with positive change ' . '
> 1 point on post-test 16 .8 13 -6 43
73 $ with positive.change :
- =4 % point on post-test 94.1 88.9' 92.9 100 93.4

’

¥

(See Appendix D for display of bre/bost ratings for individual students.) -




w o

. The Behavior/Attitude categories indicated above are defined as:

-

A. The student shows involvement in class and project activities.

B. The student wofks\productively with both staff and other
students in small groups. ' '

C. The student shows ability to handle own feelings énd other
peoples' feelings in a manner not destructive to self or
others. P ’

| D.: The student deals constructively with feedback regarding his
| behavior from other students and staff members. ~

E. The student shows a commitment to the FOCUS project.

. In summary, the criterion level for this objective rgquired at
. least 60% of the target audience to make at least one scale point
improvement between the first rating and final rating in each of the

five categories included in the Self-Regarding Attitudes scale.

Following are group results for each category:

-

Category Goal Outcome Objective Met?
A 60% - 81.9% Yes
B , 60% 71.1% A Yes
C - 60% 70.5% - Yes
D 60% 70.6% - Yes
E 60% . 93.4% Yes
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

N

As indicated in the previous section, Objective 2-(5), the

A

Objective No. Two

56. Staﬁé the conclusions:

-

- 60% level required for objective accomplishment was surpassed
in each atéiéﬁae/behavioﬁ;category. StudeESé/ghtefing the ‘
FOCUS project with a poor or weak self-image and corfesponéing
relational and performance problems, have indeed improved their
self—regarding behaviors and attitudes at least one 1eve}, i.e.,
to a distinct, oﬁservable degreerl

It should be noted that the ratiné instrument was developed
with respect to project goais in terms of desired student bgbavior
and two years of observation of the range of actual student be-

. ps-
havior. -

3

v

o N ke g
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

-

,

I
o

X 3 - Objective No. Two -

>

-

7. Présent evidence:
7 .

'The Self-Regarding Attitudes rating scale emﬁloyed to
measure "self-regarding" attitudes and behavior is a highly
specializedlrating scale.  That is, each éf the five points
in each category represents di;tinctly discernible and

observable differences in student performance. Thus, a one-

.

point differegce in rating represents a real, observable .

difference. It shoula be noted that the ratings stéff menmbers 3
assign to students represent each student's typical attitude | "3
and behavior over an 8-week period. Thus, daily fluctuation

~ W A
in student behavior is taken into account. :

-
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PART II-~Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

Objective No. Three

By the time “af the final 1973-74 post-test’, 70% of the
FOCUS student population will demonstrate acceptable
performance (minimum rating of 3) and 30% of theé stu-
dent population will demonstrate superior performance
(rating of 4 or 5) on at least four of the five be-
haviors specified on the Self-Regarding Attitudes
. rating instrument*. ' ‘

-

* Please refer to previous section, Objective 2, for general

description of the Self-Regatrding Attitudes rating scale.

Also see copy of this instrument in Appeéndix C.
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

}

Objective No. Three o :

Fd

2. Description of needs assessmed{ and findings:

. « 8

. A >
. L

Analysis of student attitudes and behaviors during the first two

eperatiOnal }ears Wes conducted on a group bas%ﬁ. “This procedure.

was revised follewingtthe second operetional year for two reasons:
l.‘ Teachers yanted detaileé infbtmation regazfipg individual

students for day-to-day formative purposes as well as for longitudinal

¢

summative datg: . .

I ~

r

~ .
2. Group findings did not offer a completely accurate analysis
» 3

- of the project's impact in affective areas because they included

&

data on students who were already functioning at satisfactory

levels. ’ _ : {

As ifdicated infthe_@aterials written for the previous objec-
tive (#2), there has been a clear-cut need for §trong’efforts
~ - ) 2

&irected toward modifying the attitudes end behaviors of some
students. The intent of this objective is to identify the degree.
to which modification effprts shoﬁld be‘pursued with an , particular
student. Thus, the FOCUS student'population is divided iMdto two

groups--- those students with less than satlsfactory "entr be-

-

haviors" and those with acceptable entry‘behav1ors.' The objec~

14

tive is written .in such a way as to establish .different "success
criteria" for each group. It is felt that project staff members

‘and observers from other schools will be provided more accurate,
Sl

useable information by this process of dience spec1f1catlon.'

As in Objective #2,‘the 1nstr eqt used to establlsh baseline

and terminal: condltLOns is the locally-developed Self -Regarding

Attltudesnratlng scale. (See Appendix C for copy of this instrument.)

.’\~:' T 78 o -
4 M N ,
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Objective No.

PART II--Effectiveness/Sgécess (cont.)

T 1

Three .

\

3. Describe activities for the attainment of the objective:

-

~75

Please refer to the description of activities for Objective #2,

A EERTROE AT T TR T e e e T e, TR

F TR

. p.27- Strategies for achieving Objective #2 and #3 are
identical. -
,
\
\
\\ LY

W
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- PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

J

4
&

Objective No. Three

4(a). s Desgribe evaluation design:

Evaluation of this objective is byﬂdiscrepanc§. Final student

§gl?>ﬂggarding Attitudes scale ratings are analyzed following
Z;; April collection of data. The objective is considerfd
accomplished if:

1. 70% of all project students have achieved a rating ;
of at least 3 in four of tpe five attitude/behavior categories
of the écale. - .

2, 30% of allqproject students ﬁave achieved a rating of
4 ;r 5 in four of the five att}tude/behavio; catebories of the

\.'

scale. .o _ ' <

%
|93

.
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- PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)
Objectiée No. Three ’ ‘ : :
4(b). Describe the procedures used for evaluation:

N ’ ; .
1
Please refer to previous section, Objective #2-4(b) ﬁ. 61.
Evalgation procedures for Objectives #2 and #3 are identical.
— \
. « \ L
. , . /
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Pléése refer to previous sectioh, Objective #Z-A(c)h
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"Objective No. Three -
4(c). Describe the activities: -
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~Supp3rting evidence for Objectives #2 and #3 is identical.

p.62.
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" PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

; Objective No. Three |

5 h v}

| 4(e). Describe procedure, give evidence of equivalency:
< ¢
oo o . . , E‘ )

{ . '
Not applicable.
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

ijective No. Three

-
~

4(h).

+

‘Describe the procedures:

’

Please refer to previous section, Objective #2 - 4(h), P. 67.

Verification procedures for Objectlves #2 and #3 are identica
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PART II-—Effeétiveness/SucééssP(cont.) i . .
. . - . o 7.

M LY

Objective No. .mhree .

}
] s
.
Y
E)
i

' 4(i). ' Describe the procedures: . .. .
J * .. . o
. Please refer to previous section, Objective #2 - 4(i), p. 68. . :
T ] .

Data anai§sis and interprzs?tion procedures £or Objectives -

#2 and #3 are identical.

P .
-
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(See Appendlx D fo; dlsplay of pre/post ratings for individual students.)
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Application - s 7 oo -85
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o * PART "II--Effectiveness/Success {cont.) - ,

.
- L b

5. Present eV1dence of Ghjectlve Attalnment° ~

- ~

The follow1ng data were, ;ecordéa follow&ng pre/post ratlngs
for FOCUS students. (Fall/Sprlng) Crlterlon.leVels for cqn51d—

erlng‘thls object1Ve attalned were 70% of students Whth ratlngs
Q *
of 3,4, or 5, and, 30% of‘students with ratlngs“of 4 og 5, in least

*

«

four rating categories. ': . )
. A - T (3 * R
. P Attitudes v/ Behaviors* )
. . A - Y B . ,.C% D E
Fall Spr. “Fall Spr. ‘Fall Spr. Fall Spr. Fall Spr.
- - :

Total Number, - r k
~ of students. ' 94 717 93 77. 94 77 94 77 94 77,

rated _ _ T _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ e e e e e - e

- No. of students

wath ratings : -

2___ -1 18 50 25 49 " 27 _ 52 _ 29 _ 51 _ 32 _ 68 _ |
. No. ,of students - ~

*with ratings . - otk

of.3 _ . _ 45 %26 _ 42 *26 53 _ 23 _ 46 _ 24 _ 35 __9 _ |

% of students ' v - i ]
- with*ratings o - ‘

24 _____ 19 _ _64.9 27 _ 63.6 .29 _ _67.5 31 _ _66.2 34 _-_88.3
*$ of sthdeﬁts - " - :

with rgFlng - N ~ . ' o «

of 3_ _ _ _ _ 48 _ _20.7 45 _ 33.8 56 _ 29.9 49 _ 31.2 37 _ 11.7 _
s +% of gstudents @ .s= : ‘ ‘ - ]
.with ratings : <o '

23

* A. The student shows involvement in class and project activities.
. B. The student works productively with both staff and other e

‘ students in small groups. '

C. The student shows ablllty to handle own feelings and other

peoples' feelings in a manner not destructive to self or N
others. ¢ £ ¢ -
D>. The student deals effectively with feedback regarding hls( ',

behavior from other students and staff members. .
.E. The student shows a commltment to the FOCUS project. '

-~ ; o

S A ¢] 3
v . . Qq I * -
TN
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (co&t.)
»

‘Objective. No.

- 6.

Three

]

.

State the .conclusions:

» -

. . _
The goal was very definitely ;eached!

As indie

preceding sectlon, Objective 3- (5), an overwhelmlng

Y
. .=86-%
-, TR

) 4 .
l<\

. -

- o

R 4

-

-

RS
majority of "’

. .
%tea'in the-

, FOCUS students achleved ratlngs of 3 ,4, or 5 on the fﬁnal §e1fx. d

-

Regarding Attitudes rating scale.. ;fw—fj ’ . s
- . ’&. c ~
) Percentagée’ .
\ .Behavior Number Rated 3,4,0r 5  (goaly
: * R ; )
A . 76 98.7% (708) >
B 75 97.: 4% (70%)
C 75 97.4%. (70%)
D - 75 97, 4% (70%) ~
E 77 100 &

Slmllarly, the number of- students achieving flnal raﬂlngs of

t

AN
N,

(70%)

AY

4 or 5 far surpassed the level establlshed for "superlor behav1or

" and attitude. B - . i
’ Percentage ot
Behavior . Number * Rated 4.or 5 (Goal)
A 50 “64.9% ' (308) ..
B. 49 ' 63.6% (30%)
C 52, 67.5% (30%) ..
D 51 66.2% (30%) .
E 68 88. 3% © 30%)
e ﬂv" KY // Qv . . ..‘r‘:
v N . [ A
_? . ‘s aZ‘ ‘. ' 7
" ] < C ‘{".;. Jon - ":;
\ ” ' '.‘ ,' A , . L :_.L s
, ¢ R . ~ s . / ’- . ':"'-.f. P
. % * - . ;.\‘ 4 . ’,'! !'-:g,. 7 ‘. . - L
SC%}, ST ny T
3 y 7 , §e Wy ’.
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<

e , PART II—-EffectlvenessJSuccess (cont.)

. M «n ‘Q

+ ) ‘ . . ‘¢ -
Objective No. Three - ‘ . .

- - e - .
3 7. Present evidence: ' }

L4 . * Y L

~ e -, coe T 2
N ) . . e i . T
> FOCUS students, characteristicallylajsenbhanted and 1ndifferent

upon entry lnto the progect, now demonstrate 1nvolvement, commrt— P

& - (X} e ” .
ment,,and competence in varlous areas of behav1or and attltude, e
o - ”» . . ﬂ’ .
presumably because'of their experlence in FOCUS. . LT e B
A ¢ o - \
For Valldlty and‘reliablllty of thlS 1nstrument in*measuring -
. P4 . LY

student attltude and behaV1or, see dlscu551on of d?ta col}ectlon

o - ~

. in prevzous sectlons, Objectlve #2-(4)ff), p 65 afd ObJECt;VG E Téi

. - 2 (7) I p- 72 '- ' - . ’ “' e L. ‘ :4 . ";

- & . I . ~ . A
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) Application .- . ;
ST for Validation o D,
i | A . T "
- T ( ’ R - o . ¢ 5.
, | i . PART II--Effectivéness/Sucéess (gont.). -
3 - . 4. e o ! ) : . .o
-7 N Sk 'x g T ' v '
- ’ e » v, 1 - ‘ K ; ! : , -”\'
: Objective No. Four ‘ ‘o ‘
‘i . . h] \‘ ; ) , ., y
. » o PR Q' - . #
‘v ' X * * .
> '} At'the tJ.me of t&e final 1973-74 post—te,st, at least
L, 60% of the FOCUS students who had pre-test scores
A worse than one standdrd, deviation bedow” the norm on .
- g . any of the sub-tests (reading, composition, math) of
. Y - | _the T.A.P. wi'll demonstrate improvement of at least
o o five standard score p01nts. ‘ !
oot [ > ]

L
A uirext providea by eric [ERSIR
€ y
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) L
Objective No. . Egmr . o
2. Description:Bf needs’assessment and findings<: T ‘o

Part of the’ FOCUS evaluatlon program involves the pre/post

L) “

admlnlstratlons of the Test of Academlc Progress's: sub-sectlons

L] 4

for reading, compositgon, and mathematlcs. The' intent of the T.A.P.

testing'is to identify two target audiences within the FOCUS popula-

tion: 1) students who have scores falllng below 40 (She standargd

‘ 2

dev1atlon under the test mean) and 2) students who have scores
fal;rng .between MO and 45 (one- half to one standard dev1at10n under

‘the test mean) .. - This objectlve addresses the academlc improvement
N - » . e s

of the first group, those students w1th%severely "sub—standard"

-

achievement scores. : .

-«
©

Analysis of fall pre-test data identified the number and per-
- ' .

cent of FOCUS students whose basic sk:ll performance was at this
inadequate leveﬁ% _(Table'l, below.) . : '

.Grade’ Sub- Number of No. of Students & of Students
Level test* Students With Scores =239 With Scores =39

S ‘R 29 . 21 ‘ 72 '
9 - C 29 , 15 . 52
< M 29 18 62
. R .20 13 ' 65 7
10 -C 20 j . 13 65
M 20 C 8 . 40
- ms - b e e e e o L e e e e e - . -
R , 0¢ 3 30
11 , c - - 10 -4 7 . 40
" Lot M 10 * 2 , 20
R 15 4 12 80 ,
12 o pE 11 73
‘ ‘ M wl3 11 ' 73
- Table l;' Students' Status.in Basic Skills
. . - Achievement, Lowest Group,l73-74
. : " , . ,-/
[ . :
T * Sub-test se¢tions: R= readlng, C— cémp051t10n, and M=' mathematics.
REEE - A ) v
.o ‘
- :‘;} . ' % _L‘:"f - [} 9‘5 . ’ l\\

n




LY

Analysis of Table 1 'reveals that the majority of FOCUS
-students are severely déficrent in the area of basic skfll
achievement. The possible exception would be ths acﬁieveﬁent
level of tenth‘and eleventh graders ih the area of math. Twelfth '
graders, eSpec1ally, are facing serlous basic Sklll problems, with

more than 70% of, thefh scoring one standard deviation OJ{more below"
/J

'ghe mean in all three sub-sections of the test. %
. ,
Please refer, also, to Figure 2, p.ll, for a display of data

conberning the‘"éptry‘behaviors"'of FOCUS students.

&
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"-* - ' PART II--Effectivene;s/SﬁcgeSs:?cont;)
. ' ' .o C o .

. . .
A 3 R

‘Objgctive‘No. ,

Four S

) o o \ Ly
3." Describe activities for the attainment of the objective:

- »
-~

As an educational enterprise, the FOCUS project must assume

;wresponsibility of the cognitive developmeht of its students.

»

Thisaresponsibility is addressed through “the project's instruc-
tional proérém. A complete description of this instructional

program is given in the FOCUS Program Operational Handbook, Pp.
> Cd

23 ££., and FOCUS Monographs #2 FOCUS Curriculum Model, #13

T -,

FOCUS Curriculum Summary, and #3s Utilizing Community Resources.
v ¥ t

“+
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‘ PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)
¥ ' . ]
Objective No. Four | % ' .-

. ‘\ ' ."’

4 (a). Describe evaluation design:

s

Evaluation of this objectlve is' by Comparlson/Dlscrepency.
Students are given the Test of Academic Progress. All students
! . . ’ v

who have severe basic skill problems (one standard deV1atlon or

P ¥

~ -\’~ ~

more below the test mean) are 1dent1f1ed and become the target

audience for this obgectlve. At the end of. the year,Ae pre=

. < ¢

. .
' ‘test scores for these students are compared wrth sprlng post- et

test scores. Resultlng data are then v1ewed in terms of the ° P

2 , >

objective. If 60% of the target audlence shows at least a 5—
I By . * .

standard score* 1mprovement, the objectlve is cons1dered B

‘ acconmllshed. : . f P S .

. ‘ ., s} .

]
ey
Y

.
vt

7

P , . -
- . - N -~ ~

— . . Ch

* = Test publlshers 1nd1cate a change of 2.5 s;andard score pohnts

R . Iy S N em :

as, belng statlstlcally s1gn1flcant. Thus, §n improvement of =

A

, . 5 Standard score points between pre and post;tests can be

0y

sald to 1nd1cate that the FOCUS progect has had slgnlflcant :

AR

LN

, L 1mpact on a student s cognltlve development. Co

ERIC-: " 0 90 : L
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

» -

- Objective No. Four
4

N 4(b). Describe procedures used for evaluation. .

‘1. Pre-test administered under direction of brojeét director.
2. Answer sheets forwarded .to testing department, Poréland
Public Scﬂools for scoring. - . 1///// u
3. Raw scores converted to standard scores and forwarded to
project evaluator. ' -
4. Baseline data recorded and displayed by project évalugtpr.i
a. iéentify target audieﬁce for objective. . . . .
b. set up comparison model for summative evaluatlon.
c. distribute to teachers as formatlve guide.
5. Post-test administered under direction of project director.
6. Answer s@eeﬁ% forwarded to testing department for gcoring.
7. Raw scoxes conve§ted to standard scores, forwarded to
project evaluator,
8. Data recorded and compared with pre-tést,data.

Ty

9. Project evaluator determines degree of objective attainment.

. ’ =~
O R A {
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

\ N ¢

'Objective No. Four

4(c). Describ!the activities: - o

'Evidence to supporf claims that project activitigg impact .
“on student academic developméqt is inferential. Since project ,
classes prdvide the overwhe%ming majority of any student's
. | eduéational exposures during the school y;éf‘ iF is assumed
that any significant improvement can be éredited’to the instruc-
- tional progrém and general "treatment" provided through the pro-
. ject, Please refer, also,'to Part II-B "Reactigns to FOéUS -
Case #4" for additional comments regarding the effiqiency of .

~
_ jthe FOCUS program's' academic thrust. ) p

©

s

€

‘As mentioned in Objective 4-4(a), “the evaluation goal of

a 5 standard score point gain is based on the fact that a 2.5

standard score point gain is statistically significant. While

it would be ;hposéible to state that any gains could-be exclusively

attributable to the project, it seems reasonable to assume that

a 5 standard score point improvement, twice the "significant change

v

" level," might be credited to program activities. .

[} .

‘l
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PART II—-Effecti&eness/Success (cont,)
Objective No. Four . . * -‘
‘ . " .
4(d). Describe sampling technique:

The complete statistical universe-- i.e., all stugdents

with T.A.P. pre-test scores one "or more standard deviation below
. N L3 ) ¢

‘ +
the mean -- make up the sample.
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)y
L4 h X .> . , , . . ‘ . -
. '—.—-\_ . . 1 ’ LS
Objective No. Four ) ™ .
\’ ' - L'-
AN _ K ,
. . . !
- 4(e). -Describe procedure, give evidence of eguivalency:
‘ v Not applicabjle.
* - : ? v
. . ) ,
» - L]
- . M ~ N .
[} . , >
4 ' * e ° ~
. '
. : ¢
1 : R . E <
\ . .
N A}
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e »
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. . » . . .
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*~

- Objective No. Four

AL

4(f). . Identify and describe the .irstrument: -

\ ) , \ _
/ ) . / . ) \
The instrument used to monjitor student achievement in "

\

reading, comp051tlon. and mathematics is“the Test of Academlc

.,
-

) ‘ Progress (Form S). Thls test is authored by Dale S Scannel
. P ¢ . fia -

ik et b A R L U AL )

University of'Kansas, and is publlshed by the Houghton Mifflin

»
Company, Boston. The T.A.P. is used throughout the Porttand

~
4

_ d1str1ct s secondary schools The testahas a mean of 50 and a
standard deviation of 10. Onlj‘three sections of the T. A P. are
.

used-— reading, composition, and math. The soc1al stud1es, sc1ence,
\ :

-

' and literature sub-tests are not used, elther.ln “FoCUS or in other
3 ' . o
Portland high schools. ;
. " - . \
Valldltz. To determlne valldlty, the T. A p. ‘(Composite) was

compared with the Q;gnltlve Actiyities Test, verbal, guantitative,
\ - .. .

EIRP AT

and non-verbal. The following intercorrelations have been published
S

.

4

ST

. ‘ ’ s
~ by. Houghton Mifflin. ha N ’ -

" . . . v ) .
- - " . - -

. : - Gr.9 Gr.10 Gr.ll Gr.12:*

IS

: ) C.A.T. Verbal/T.A:P. Coﬁposité « -, <85 .85 - .81, .86

i . ’ - ~ o
] : C.A.T. Quantitative/T.A.P. Copposite .78 .78 ] .73 = .79
é.. C.A.T. Non-Verbal/T/A.P. Compogite o +70 < .69 .64 704
E "

1 - R . . n.= 1690 1503 1268 ll%}'
{ > . : ‘

t [}

g Table 3. Validity Coefficients, Intercorrelations,

;

of T.A. P and- C.A.T. Tests L a




. » . . i
Reliability and Standard Deviation. , The publishers have

Y ' { v » -
announced the followiny reliability coefficients and standard

deviations regarding the intercorrelations of T.A.P. standard

. scores. ' ‘ ) . o .
he [ )
Gr. 9 ., 7 Gr. 10 Gr. 11 ° s Gr. 12
Sub-test Rel. - S.D. Rel. S.D. Rel. S.D. . Rel. °.S8.D.
T ‘ ' :
Reading .92 11.33 “ .94 ~12.53 .93 12.85 .93 ¢ ?2:15

Composition .91 11.29. .91 .11.42 .92 _ 11.64 .91 11.33

-

Mathematics .86 _ 7.83 .89 8.84 .91 9.94 .93 10.65

LI Table 4, .Standard Deviations and Reliability ,
. C Coefficients Showing Intercorrelations -

Among  T.A.P. Sub-Tests , . "

¢ ’ . - M

. . _‘ : \

TS T Split-half ff;iability data are quite high, with correlations

~

ranging'from .86 To 93 across grades 9-12. :

’\_ .

.
N
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) PART‘fI--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)
Objective No. . Four

" N * L] ‘ Y
"4(9), Give ev1dence of qualifications?

'u

T.A.B. EEStlng in FOCUS is ‘carried out under the dlrectlon -

of the project dlrector.: ‘The . dlrector has had advanced training

— f ~

f 5. . ./..’./‘
in the admlnlstratlon and 1nterpretat10n of both grouf_and individual

- - Fl
tests and successfully completed the dég>§n, administration, and

1nterpretatlon of several tests as part “of hlS doctoral dlssertatlon.

et

. " The scorlng of the student answer §heets 1s carr1ed out by the

e

/ ‘testlng staff of the Portland d1str£ct's child Serv1ces D;v1slon.

Al% oersonnel employed by this department have.been:c 'ietely
) ” screened for aoéropriate traaning and ‘background. ‘
. ‘( Display,. analysis, and.interpretation of the test data are
| \functions of the Project evaluator, ﬁr. Barry. Reinstein. tHe is .

» ‘a research,and'evaluatidn specialist on the staff of the.Research .

and pvaluatiqn Division, Portland Public Schools. _He has had
extensive experience in the -area of testing.and measurements and

is currently completing work on a doctorate in educational-research

. . . -
. . - v . ¢

and evaluation.'

- ' { - B

Final audit of the project evaluation and subsequent reports

is conducted by staff members of the Northwest Reglonal Educatlonal

- )

Laboratory, an_agency known natlonally for profeSSLOnal .excellence.

The aud1t 1s'carr1ed'out under a separate contract let by the

. ) Oregon Titlé IIX admlnlstratlon. . ' k:;

. \ A .
In summary, all personnel involved in data collection and

_interpretation are suitably qualified for}their assigned taskk&_
i ) . . ,

LS

- L}
.
€ . .
_ o . : . §
. .

108"+

ey
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PART II--Effectivenesé/Success (cont.)
4{h).1 Describe the procedures: \
' / . ) .
‘ . . ' z . . :
1. Administer pre-test early in schosl year.
N 2. Score answer sheets,‘kecord ahd display data. )
' 3. 1Identify target audience. o : o
i
4. Supply teaching staff with data for formative purposes. ¢
5. BAdminister post-test in late sprihg. . - ~ . :
. S L - , ) '
B . 6. Score answer sheets, record and display data. {
. J. Compare pre-test and post-test data. )
\ -1- 2= | -3-
Administer Score answer ' . {Record and P .
Pre-test’' | sheets. (test- display pre- Lo
(prpjecyk ing dept., PPS.) test data. s
director). . . (evaluator) T ’
v \ I
- ) ~
. —5- , | e -
Supply pre- Administer . Score answer '
test data to post-test. sheets. (test- .
FOCUS staff _ﬂ(project ——{ing dept., PPS.) .
for formativel |director) ) N s 5
purposes and ) -
identify N e N
‘“ target o -7~
audience . Rgcord and display . R
) : - . post-test data. .
- (evaluator) . S
- m— AR
. - Analyze and compare "a
) pre-test and post- | *©
test scores. ' . ’
(evaluator) . r
‘ -9- . . -]_0- '
. , Report degree of Evaluation
objective attain- . report veri-
104 - ment (evaluator) fied by Title
1 LU III auditor
Q . e, - cbame b e e wom— . .

T AT SR T R R e S TR WO T T 8 I T T T W T SR T T TRV TR T T T R I I ST T e WA



\.‘NV - et .. PR
Application o ’ “ -101
°  for Validation ) o : 0
~ ' ' PART TI--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) ) -
- / -
Objective No. Four -

N.4(i). Describe the procedures: . - 5
Director's . Evaluator's ‘Auditor's -
Activities -~ Activities Activities
Data Supervise admin- Review test roster Spot check answer -~
Collection istration of to verlfy complete- sheets, verify .
2 ' T.A.P. testlng, ness "of student accuracy of
fall and spring. participation in scoring.
' _testing., ° '
Forward test. , o
sheets to{ Identifytarget
Testing Depart- group of objective.
R ment, PPS, for - *
scoring. - >
Data . o ‘ g
Reduction pre—test Spot check evaluator's
. ‘ analy51s and procedures
~ Dlsplay post test
, , scores. .
N Q
’ . Compare s‘cores for .
. ‘« €ach student. - '
- 7 ‘ .
Data Include eValuators s Interim report and Examination of re- °*
Reporting finditigs in final’ « final report based ports for accurate
operational report on‘analysi§ oftdata and proper conclusions
- . . -~ and comparisons of . regarding degree of
pre-test and post- objectivegattainment.
B test scores, o
4 ’ B 2
Personnel PrOJect Director,, Project Evaluator,® Dr. Mark Green,

Dr. Ralph Nelsen

] 3=

Mr. Barry, Reinstein,
Research and E¢alu-~
ation Division, PPS

1

‘Northwest Regional

Educational Laboratory




* - Sub-test areas: R=Reading, C=Composition, - and M=Math
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pART TE -- Ef fectiveness/Success (cont,.) . . ,
Objective No. Four ' R
. ~
5. Present Evidence of Goal Attainment: )
. The following data were recorded following the pre/post‘test—
ing ef FOCUS students. ' Criterion level for congidering this goal K
was 60% of students who scored less than 40 standard score points
on the pre-test making at least a five standard score gain on the
post~test. *
No. of students No. of students $ of students
Grade Sub- with pre-test ‘with=§ or more with 5 or more
‘ test* - scores = 39 standard score standard score
: gain. on post-test gain on post-test ;
b /
- / i * o
R 16 7 ., 43.8
9 c 11 8 81.8
M. "15 9 60
’ + R 8 7 87.5
10 C 9 * 7 77.7 -
M .6 5 83.3
_____ - - . e = - = o - - - - -
R 16 » 11 . 68.8
11 C 16 11 68.8
M 7 5 71.4
P
9 » 5 55.5
12 C 10 2 » 20.0
M 9 ° ‘. 8 88.38
4
\
IR ) i K ~ v .
R @ 49 . 30 61.22(goal met)
Totals C 46 . 28 - 60.87 (goal met)
M . 37 ’ 23 _ . 62.16 (goal met)

/

s

(See Appendix D for display of pre/pogt—test scores for -individual
students.) ' L '

Y
N\ )
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.7 PART II -- Effectiveness/Sucqese (cont.) . .

’
- -

Objective No. Four

6. State the. conclusionss

[

E]

The goalvof helping students with “severe" basic skill‘defic-\ .

! iencies .was clearly met. Of 49 students who had pre~teét reading

L N

scores one standard deviation or more below’the test mean, 30 (61,22%)

demonstrated a gain of at least five standard score points. Similarly,

~
-

of the 46 students with pre-test composition scores one standard devi-

2

L4 -
-

ation or more below the mean, 28 (60.87%) demonstrated a gain of at”

least five standard score points.. In math,.37 students had pre-test

A

scores one standard deviation or more below the mean and 23. (62. 16%)

showed an increase of at’ least five standard.score vw~ints.

L

. »

It should again'be noted that FOCUS iS'noﬂ a program primarily
concerned with the improvement of students' basic skills. (S8uch~

endeavors'might better be the task of a full~time basic skills pro- I
2

. gram.) However, the above findings do indicate that as a by-product

of the program S affectlve empha51s, students do, in fact, improve

in basic skill areas.

-
Y
. L]
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PART II Ef fectiveness/Success (cont.)

Objective No. ’Fogr = . ' . .

N -

Present Evidence: -- oy, B . ) .

Ny

7.

The _ s1gnif1cance of the\\eported 1mprovement in readlng, .
comp051tlon, and math is based on the estlmated standard error
. & .
L
of measurement. of the instrument used in the testing program., )

L3
v

' (Test of Academic Progress. )

. Based on previous empirical studies

in the Portland school- district, it, has been found that 2.5

)
~

standard‘score polnts rebresent a reliable estlmate ‘of the standard

}

errox of)measurement (;hus, an 1mprovement of 2 5 standard score

points or more represents real (statistlcally 51gn1f1cant) cHange/

in performance.
is significaht at the .32 level, and‘a change of 5 standard score
points is significant at the .05 level. A
Dy
4 » N ¥ :

’
LS

TR Y T TR SRR

Specifically, a change of "2.5 standard score‘points

IS

.

TR TR PTG P T E T TATI RT T  [QTTT SY ITON S
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Objective No. Five~ . -

’ -

4
| : At the time of the final 1973-74 post-test, at least
: 60%-of the FOCUS students who had pre-test scores
. between one~half and one standard deviation below
the norm on any sub-test (readlng, composition, ‘math)
of the T.A.P. will demonstrate 1mprovement of at least|"

-E

LY

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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2.5 standard score points..
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PART II-~Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

el

-~

Objective No. Flve

2. Descrlgtlon of needs assessment and findings:

L4
. -

ot

> ”
»

Part of the FOCUS evaluation pregiam involves the pre/post
. ",' M

administratichs of the Test of Acadenic Progress's'sub~sections

T

for readlng, comp051t10n, and mathematlcs. 'The intent of the '

T'ﬁ P. testing is.to identify two target audiences within the
A
FOCUS student populatlon: 1) studeAts; vho have scores falling

below 40 (oné standard deviatioﬁ uﬁa€f§§he test mean), and 2)

., .

students who have scores falling between 40 and 45 (one- half and

one standard deviation under the test mean) This objectlve

-

addresses the academic improvement of the second group, those

1

students w1th mlldly sub-standard achlevement scores._

Analys1s of fall 'pre-test data identified the’ number and \ .

percent of FOCUS students whose basic skilf performahce‘was at

4 . L , ¥

) this mildly sub-standard level. (Table’s below.)

" Grade Sub- Number of No. of Students With % of Students With
Level  test* Students Scores Between’ 40-45 Scores Between 40-4

- R 29 ’ 4 | 14

9 C 29 8 , - 28
RN G 29 - - - L - - D e e - - m - - - - 170 & ¢ =

R 20 S | 5 ‘

10 c 20 ' 1 C 5
e oo - M___ . 20 _ _ _ _ . __ T L _ .. __ 35_ < _ .

' R 10 ¢ "1 £ 10

11 Cc . 10 0 * 0
e . S 7 U 6. = - -~ - - ———— - - 60_ .. - - -

/ R 15 3 . 20

A 12 » c 15 4 27
— e - - - M. .. - 150 L 0 o o . - - S 200 - - - -

> 5 .
Table 5. Students' Status in Basic Skills -

v Achievement , Middle Group, '73-74

«— ‘ . . 11o

v . . s
* Sub ~test séet;ons. R=reading, C—compos1t10n, and M=mathemat1cs -
\\;{; ,;eed : i Sy,
lﬁil
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) «

Objective No. Five

-
L4

3. Describe activities for the attainment of the objectivée

~
A

Please refer to previous section, Objective 4 (3), p. 91 for

discussion of this material. Activities for Objectives #4 . -

and #5 are identical.

~e
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. _ ‘ PART II--Effectiveness/Sugcess (qont;)

Five ’ -

- ) s 0~

4(a)., Describ® evaluation design:

. Please refer to preV1ous sectlon, Objective 4-04)(a), P.

Evaluathn design for Objectlves #4 ‘and #5 are 1dent1cal.

J.
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

$
.

. J ! . .

Objective No. Five

4(b). Describé'theAprocedufes used for evaluation:
n - z

- )

-

Please refer to previdus section, Objective 4-(4) (b), p. 93.

‘Evaluation procedures for Objectives #4 and #5 are identical.
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.) S
ijectiﬁe No. Five / ﬂ\° . : .
4(c). Describe the activnities: . .

P
« -
’ . N

Please :efer‘to previous section, Objective 4-}4)(cL’?-94-

'Supportind_eyi@ence‘for jectives #4 and

.
-,

#5 are identical.
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PART II—-Effectiveness/Suécess'(cdnf;h

Five

E)

o

P “

4(d). Describe Eampling techniqﬁe:

.

R

P . Dl
with T.A.P. pre-test™scores'between one-half and one standarad -

deviationh below_;he test mean—- make up the samplé. ‘.

&n

115

[y

]

"The complete statistiqai universe-- i.e., all students
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

| o Objective No. “—Five ’ S
[ > A '

4(e). Describe procedure, givé evidence ‘Qﬂlequivalency:
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Objective No. Fiver
‘ 4(f).  Identify and describe-the instr
” , . I
Please refer
. “a : .
Instrumentation for Objectives
R - T —
V‘ P L A
=
* ~
——— ..
s + \
L
Jo

to‘fhé_previﬁus section, Obje
5#4 and #5 is identical.
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PART iI--Effectiveness/§uccess (cont.) - ’ o

. . ®bjective No. Five ‘ ' .

¢ . - ‘ 4 v < 4 x
4(g). Give evidence of qualifications: : . . .

. - »

. . ) . N : 4:3 . -
. . Please refer to previous section, Objective 4-(4) (g), p. 99. 5

ot * . ‘ - - N —
Qualifications of personnel involved gathering and interpreting
* » (] i . . . -~ B -
- data for Objectives #4 and #5 are identical. N
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Procedures for

ACTAN

4(h). Describe the pfocedures:‘ T - L

) &
1

-

P;ease refer to previous section, 5bj§ptivef4-(4)(h),P-iOQ4/

3 . ’ » L * g
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PART II--Effectiveness/Success (cont.)

Objective No. Five ’ ' i NG ‘
. ] H ) * . *In ' ‘
4(i). Describe)ﬁhe procedures : : ' ) *
» - i ' 4 ) ’

Please refer to prevjous sectlon, Objectlve 4--(4)(1.),p 101
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3

s .
Objective.No. * Five

-

/
5. Present Evidente of Goal Attaifmment:
.- - : T .

The fOIIOW1ng data were recorded following "the pre-post test-
ing of FOCUS students. Criterion level for considering this goal
attained was 60% of students 'who had pre-test scores between 40
and 45 standard score points making at least a 2. 5 standaré& score
galn on the post-test. It " .

“

v RN
Ng, of students .No. of studenfs . % of students :
Grade’ Sub~ wi&h prettest - .with 2.5 or more with 2.5 or more |
test* scores between -, standard score _:standard score’' |
: 40 and 45 . gain on ‘post-test  '.gain-on post-test
‘ R 4 3 75.0
9 C 7 6 85.7
- ’ M 3 . 2 6607
| R . 1T 1 100 -
f 10 C 1 . 1 100
: P M 4 ‘ 3 75.0 :
LTttt T T Tt Tt
- R 2 T2 100 .,
;‘l 1 . . C 5 1 - .20 -
E M 10 3 33.3
E ’ \ o
3 R 3 2 100
[.: ¥l )0 c 3 2 66.7 N
R ] . » v l - . R
- . R 10 8 - 3 80.0 (goal me't)
Totals C 16 10 62.50 (goal met)
T M . 20 10 ' '50.0 (not met)

* — Sub-test areas: R=Readimg, C=Composition, and M= Math.

(See Appendix D for display of pre/post test scores for individual
students )

| 12i. 7
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Objective No: Five- . .
) * .

6. State the Conclusions: ) . , C
—~ :

The goal of helping students with “nild" skill deflclenc1es in

\ ”readlng and mathematlcs was met. Of the 10 students who scored
| : between Qhe-half and one standa;E deylatlon below the mean on the
readlng pre- test, 8 (80.0%) demonstrated 1mprovement of at least '
2 5 standard?scone points on the p6st-test. Slmllerly, of the 16

. ! ’

w ,students who scored between one-half and one’ s;andard dev1atlon
o & .
* below the meanmon the composxtlon pre-tegﬁ 10 (62.5%) demonstrated

TP Y
s - t.{

fmprovement of at least 2.5 standard score pOlntS o
"~ "

The goal of helplng students w1th "mlld" mathematlcs éeflclenC1es

- 4

P\post-test. R

. }«

(N . (
was not met. Of the 20 students’ who,scored between,one-ha%f”and one

standard deviation below the mean on the composition pre-test, only
10 (50.0%) were able to demonstrate improvehent of 2.5 or more,

.
. -

. standard score points on the post-test. It shohld be noted, however,‘

t

that only two.more -students achieving a 2.5 1mprovement would have

Yty -

resulted in €his goal being accomplished at the 60.0% level. Fuﬁther— ‘

more, many students failing to meet the 2.5-standard score crlterlon

would have done so be answering only one additional test item

correctly.
The conclusion is that FOCUS has had a significant impact on the

development and improvement of students' basic skill compe&encles

even tﬁough, as pointed out in other sections of thls document,'

! P * -

v . .
PPN L . . $
W cogpitive growth is not the prlma:y goal aof the pro;ect. Theré is
3 ‘ T ~
2 no evidence to contradict the project claim that students do not
¢ suffer academically because of their”participation in the FOCUS

R . . . \ .
program, but do, on .the contrary, accomplish réqsonable-and measur-

ek

\
o \ able academic gains.
Q
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PART II -- Effectiveness/Success (cont.) .
Objective No. . Five / <
., *; . Au ) v .
7. . Present Evidence: ) ) .o RN =
\ ) Lo ) . ;, \ v N Lo
Please refer to ‘previous seetion, Objective #4 (7), p. 104. :
Evidence of significance for Objectives #4 and #5 is identical.
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1973-74 Budget Breakdown
0 e e
Total Costs | Developmental Operational l
‘ | Costs . Costs !
ITEM ESEA III| LOCAIL ESEA III} LOCAL ESEA IIIILOCAL
100 - Administration ) A i "”?
Scheol district: - { : i-
overhead $ 1,950. “ y i$ 1,950 °
200 - Instruction C i ' 5 .
.1 Project Director ! ' . : ' ! ‘
{10 mo.) s . 411,500 14,500 1,500 { 14,500 :
.2 Counselor (1lOmo. ) i 12,000 ' : 12,000
.3 Teachers (5 FTE N . ¢ '
10 mo.) . ) 17,600 27,000 17,600{27,000
.4 Evaluator ( .2 FTE ) |
10 mo.) 3,500 3,500
.5. Secretary (10 mo.);: 7,200 + 5,000 2,200
.6 Extra Preparation . ’ |
Time 3,600 1,600 2,000§
.7 Summer Staff , : : :
Training I 2,700 {2,700 . :
.8 Locagl Mileage Reim{ 450 ! 450 't o
.9 Out-of-Town travel 880 v 380 i 400
.10 Consultant fees * 2,175 o 1,200 ! 975"
’ ‘ ) (Staff i i (in-service)
- Devel 4 <
.11 Consultant travel ; - ‘ . -
. & per diem expense? 829/””’ 400 i : . 400 Sy
.12 Testing services . 200 i 200, o
.13 Dissemination % 1 : 0 g. ’ . ‘
activity .1,150 1,15 ! ]
) l ' (Prlnt- el - '
g . Duplic.) , ;
.14 Non-consumable ! ; .é . 5
supplies | 1,300 . ! 1,30 ;
.15 Consumable supplies 1,000 N | i . 1,000 :
.16 Off-campus facilities ‘ g
and student train. 1,200 . w 1,200 3
.17 Field trip trans. | 1,595 ; 1,595] ‘
.18 Add"n Secretary tlme 350 100 350 i 100
20 Postage 0 | ol Mse. | 0 asel
- . . 7| .
.21 Office supplies 200 1,042 .200 i 1,042
. ’ )
. I8 '
400-Health Services ‘ : 500 ; | {500
P f ~ . ] i -y "
600-Operation of Plant " 4,000 . - . 4,000 |
L. l
800-Fixed Charges ' 4,700 > 6,968 3,744 1,898 956/ 5,070
‘o . : .
. 1278-Capital Outlaghwt 500! L. 500]
7" |$55,050 [$66, 160 $22,824 16,648 12, 22649 ,812
124 o winsw | o osa,e72 | 582,038
\ s12F,510

!

!

I

/
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e PART III -- Cost Information (cont.) '

1. Total expendltures for the FOCUS progect ‘during the 1973 74

school year were $121,510. The grant period extended from

(¥ R T TTETY e T AR ATTTAYTE T e T T T e e m e e T

July 1, 1973 to June 30 1974.
Estimated Start-up Costs for Schools Adopting the FOCUS Model
) . F— Total Costs ‘ Developmental. Operational
> . . . Costs Costs :
! ITEM <= ESEA III | LOCAL ESEA TII| LOCAL {ESEA IIT LOCAL
. 200 ~ Instruction : ’ T .
+ .1 5 teachers, est. g '
$10,000 ea, 10 mo. $50,000 550,000
2 Team leader, - ; : : J
, FTE, 10 mo. 5,000 | o ,000 -
.3 Extra Preparatlon! o )
. " time, staff ; 1,200 5 i 600 > 600
" .4 Student téaching | ' : Ce ;
program—selection . ; : ‘ - ////
and coordination o 250 T g 250
. .5 Regional travel, ! i Vg o ,
.+ workshops and’ ! ; . | i .
conferences ! " 425 b, 425
.6 Consultant service 2 . , L
* -Staff training 4,250 ! . ! . 250
: ~Program Develops. - 250, E2-1 e R S
~Trgvel & per diem _ 300" _ , 150 P ‘ 150
.7 Non“consumables, . : . ; .
, (materials & supplies) -+ | 1,000 . PR .»! 1,000
.8 Consumables ' : P | i
i (materials & supplies) 1,000° v ! - .1 1,000
" .9 Off~campus resources . ' ~ » oo
and student train- ‘ b i .o ;
' ing v , 1,000 ¥ . i 1,000
| .10 Summer Workshop ' ‘ ' <o > i P
-teacher gtipends, - ; ‘ . i '
* 4 x 10 da. x $40 2,000 | -« {2,000 | L
-team leader sti- : ‘ 1 ' ;
- pénd, 15 da.x$40 600 , 600 i
.11 Academic year in-, i . , i
service g . 400 , . 400
500-Pupil Transportation 750 . 750“
800-Fixed Charges 8,230 8,230
2 ; ] . 2
; ? ; o
. Totals l$72,655 l 54,025 568,630
' LI

125 L g

sk
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" PART‘III -- Costs Informatign (cont.)

4 i ~ N
. 2. Per-Learner Operational Cost Pe¥r Month

- 2

Let X = per—learner operational cost per month. y
; . A = total operatiorial costs .
: . B = number of participants : -
| C = number of months ln\grant perlod .

4
) ¢ . ’ -~ - —

The FOCUS project served 100 ‘students during the twelve‘

>

mbntﬁlperiqd, July 1, 1973 to.June 50,'19?4. Total operational

costs, including teacher training during six summér weeks were
.. $82,038. S -
. l $82 038 ) : )
. 100 820- = $68.3%
: 12 12 A 4
L T, )
< ~
- N @ * ~ . .
4 > .
- ’ * ) \
; : ’ 126 " e
? - ! ¢+ ."t" {‘ . h “ :
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\ PART III -- Cést Information (cont.)

) SN ’
3. Estimated Average Total- Number of Hours Per Learner

1

i A. To£al Number of Learner Hours.,
) : ''1). Students: 180 days x 5 hours a day = 900 hours per
student. One .hundred students x 900 hours per stu-

dent = 90, 000 total hours for students.

s

v 2).. Teachers and Staff 30 days ‘summer workshop per
\ teacher x 6 hours per day = 180 hours per person.
Seéven teachers and staff members x 180 hours each =
ot : 1, 260 total summer workshop hours.

.
t

B. Average Total.Number 'of Hours Per Learnef. ~ ' A

: "Let X = Average Total Number of Hpurs Per -Learner
R TLH = Total Numher of Learner Hours )
' TNL,= Total Number of Learners -7
— 2 ) “:‘
+ . X="_TIH = 91,260 = 852.9

TNL 107

‘v,‘.,,,“,,-,.r,(v,.-\,\,,1,.:,\—,.,..‘.,,.‘.,«
<
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» - PART IITI -- Cost Informaflon {cont.)

4, Estimated Sfart-up Costs for Project Replication
‘ = - ' .

‘ . Sy e Item
Costs

Sub-~-
Totals

Staff Development.

LMaterlals.

‘Fextbooks, films, learning kits, non-.

K4

Contracted Senvicei%

e N\\\\\
Summer Workshop, 2 weeks. /- s

~-Teacher stipends, 5 teachers x $40 .da. x

10 da. © $2,000
-Teah ILreader stlpend, is da. x $40_ da. 600
Academic Year In-Serv1ce . .
~Consultants for staff developgent, 2da.@$125 250
~Consultants for *program develdpment, 2da.@$125 250
~Teacher time, est. 5% da..ea. @$40 da. X

5 persons ’ 1,100
~Team leader time, est. 12k da. @$40 500

¢ 4

consumables . 1,000
Consumable supplies (audlo-V1sual,‘%aperL

paint, etc.) 1,000

0

Facilities. " T .
Off*campus facilities (recreatlonal fees,
-admissions, job. training costs, etc.) 1,000
Existing campus fac1llt1es, estimated at -
1 classroom per 20 students plus teacher
work/office space, should be adequate * -
and cost nothing. . .

.

Y ‘ . o
Evaluation services are recommended strongly .
but not budgeted since this_ dis viewed as a
service to be decided upon locally.

Equipment. .

Project can operate on a minimal basis
utilizing only eguipment commonly found in
urban.secondary schools. _ 3

($1,000)

(§4,700)

($2,000)

=

($0)

1




_Teacher Salaries (5 FTE calculated @ 1 FTE per

( , $50,000

Team Leader (.5 FTE, est. @$5,000 190 da. 5,000

i salary) , -
leed cosﬁ@ of employee benefits, calc.@13% 8,230 ($63,230)

Total Estlmatqgrstar%-up Costs $72,655 ) -

- . -125
* ¥
Travell.
Staff particigpation in various local and '
regliona fessional‘worksbops and ,
conferences . ) 425
Selecthon and coordination of student

teacher program - campus V151tat10ns

and. 1nterv1ews : . 250 . ,
Consultant travel and per diem expenses 300 . \a?
Field“trip transportation for students, est.

1;000 mi. @ $.75 per mi. ' “,Zgo
Other. “

20 students, est.$10,000 190da. salary)

———es

Number of Learners,

The budget prOJectlons above were made on the

.
~ ———

basis of 100 participating sfudents, served by
5.5 professionalv staff. ,

¢ -
Basis. for Projected Budget.

The start-upucosts indicated above are based on the

actual budget submitted by the FdCUS.project when A ';
requesting complete local support for the 1974-75.

It 3hould be noted that_ cogts arexapprOX1mate and, |
further, determined in relatlon,to co?dltxons which

currently obtained in the metropellten (Portland)

’

area during the 1973-74 school year. .
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PART.III -- Cost Information (cont.)
{ he ~ . s
) 5. Estimated Per-learner Start-up Costs ) .
—~
) $ 726.55: per-learner start-up cost, not including indirect
' costs of such items as: %
| : local school administration ‘
i custodian services ®
, heat, powe light 4
plant maixftenanc , .
cafeteria services »
- « ., depreciation of plant . &
L insurance r e
inter-scholastic athletics )
etcetera )
~ . i
N & - -4
. . ) Y
2D . - -
’ - 3
¢ o 4
L fe ) ‘:‘ﬁ ’
AR : .
- \( v \ »
t;‘: l} ‘ r 130 * ‘ﬁ‘ - \
[ ’ ‘ . \
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PART IV -- Exportability o o e

‘ :
o . . ;

-

Description and documentation of the needs for#FOCUS. in
the school district. .

'."A
AT

;- .
> & _ﬁ

Conditions noted in the "Statement of Needs" section of
N }i’ l';/ an o
the original FOCUS praposal were accepted by schoo;h: .

. N e
district, and state officials as accurate and responsible.

Additional statements have been made préviously in this

application. (Part IB, Prgject‘peséription,cL; "Conﬁekt"
and 2. "General Explanation," pp. 2 ff.) . e

AN
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PART IV -- Exportability (cont.)‘

N
-~ N 1

~
+

. 2. Wlll the proaect be. continued w1th State or local funds?
2 _(Other than ESEA 'I'itle I1I) , o

1“’%“:% - : . ¥YES X NO - o

*

. At the tlm? of thlS wrltlng, the Madlson High School adminis—
tration has made aycommltment to contlnue the FOCUS pr03ect follow-

¥ ing the, termlnatlon of federal supporﬁ 1n June. Teachers have:
‘ 1 2
already been a551gned to FOCUS on a priority basis for 1974-75. .

Fy

and‘87 students have been accepted and forecast. for part1c1patlonl~
in the project, = Additionally, several bther PorEland*areé'schoois&

hgve 1nd1cated their plans to use the 1974~75 school year to - .

: ‘L,; complete plannlng for project replication in 1975-76 ;

-

. School officials have always indicated their willingnes¥ to s
. ) . ) Ve N
continue the successful and validated portions of the project

after outside funding ceased. The staff is extremeiy pleaéed to

////inow that the entire program will be continued and suppo}ted by

funds from the »school distri t's general fund. y 4
N >~ - .

R TRERR T TR TR EEARTETTEVE TSR g TR RN S TR TS T vty
N .
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“éART IV -- Exportabilify (cont.)-

- ' . ’ .

.3, . If the project is valldated, is the Board of Educatlon
. willing .to operate the project as a demonstration site
. (i.e., accept the role as a producer school. See -
definition.) s _ )

.
«

-

The Portland schools have encouréged the FOCUS project in

[

its efforts to extend the progfam to pthér sghools in.the~areaf

s indicated in a previous section, several schools have expressed

their interest in becoming validation sites, begimming in the

1975-76 school yéar. Please refer to le{;er of ag;eement written

Ey Dr. Robert Blanchérdf Supen;htenﬂent of Séhools, which apéearf

on the next page.

.
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,national demonstration 'site for a period of at least one

L ; -
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',A,. La¥a - oY e | ~ LY ™ M T ]
PORTLAND FUBIIC SCHOWLS
3N Cathieast Clachaig Sy g Porthand., Orcgon 97208 Ro' 1y b e
Plivee v 23439 - Sy
OFLICHOF THE SERERINTC S DN ' "
. ) - M - ' - > ‘\"I‘(
~ . ¢
7-‘2’ o ’
CERTIFICATION: BY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT .
. A

NAME OF PROJECT _ FOCUS .

.

SCHOOL DISTRICT School District No. 1,

Mul tnomah County

>

ADDRESS 631 N.E. Clackamas Street, Portland, Oregon 97208

Ll "

Syt A
' ? L /. \—'" * N .
I_he’ebg certify that the above cited project, which is
uhder my.administration, will, if validated, and if feée}al -
state or othﬁr funds arejavailable, serve as a state or

-

calendar year from the date of notification of such

selection. . 5 ‘@w '
- Yoy
; P
. | _ . -
: é = ;5/',._
. SUPERINTENDENT  °
April 19, 1974
v " DATE

' - 134
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N . - PART IV.-~ Exportability (cont,)’
Lo B Prov1de in the space below a detalledﬂdescrlptld of the
ST target populatlon (e. ., age, ethnic composltlon income
’ level teacher experience, famlly, urban/rural)
Please refer to Part I-B, Project Descrlptlon, 2. "General
» . e
‘ Explanatlon, Student Populatlon," pp. 10 ff, and also to '
FOCUS Monographs #1 and #12, Stuaent Selectlon 1ﬁ FOCUS and
Procedures for Admitting and’ nelea51ng Students.
: ) ’ B ' ' f :
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i

5. Describe the 'nature of the institutional variables (e.g., ]
the school administration teaching gtaff, physical facilities)
which are critical to the success of the pfoject. ’

Id ¢ ¢
-
A - . L )
P ' - . " s

Please refer to the FOCUS Program Operatidnal Handbook for

information on specific variables. : : \\
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- PART IV -- Exportability (cont:).
6. Describe any community and.home variables critical to the
] success of the project (e.g., the“hecessity for parental
: and -community 1nvolvement, etc.). - R
N . b ' [ .
Please refer to the FOCUS Program Operatlonal Handbook for
1nformatlon and spec;flc varlables.-
¢ ’ .
. } I - - ‘ o
, . ’ .
., J‘-
<, [ 4
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/
&
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* . 1
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7. Describe’ clearly and preclsely the act1V1t1es crltlcal to [ii
g the success of the’‘project. . !

. ¢ _ . - L ’ — v ’ ]
v | * S v K
Ca : Please refer to "DOs and DON'Ts," FOCUS Program Operational - -
X ’ - 3 ) - » < ’
Handbook, p. 124 ff., for statement Jf critical "survival®
e activities. - N « ) .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic

]

The project has developed a rather complete serles of

monographs whlch describe the FOCUS and 1ts various components.

.

Addltlonally, there is a comprehen51ve Program Qgerational-

Handbook avallable for adopter use as well as two multl-medla

™~

productrons. Thgfe materials are all deslgned to serve as

guldes for dlstrlcts and school$ conS1der1ng repllcatlon of

FOCUS or aﬁy of its major elements. : o
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N 3 - -
.
v 3 . .
. ; .
-
© “ 2 £
1
- o ¥
> -‘ * .
: :
b2
$
% = L3 4
ol -
. .
$ “ .
o
v "
. 2
. s
‘,él'ﬁa - < ¢
* . (
L) - N
) -« .
. # r
. . - .
% - -
’ *
' . Y
* . ':'“ . Y
. .
(..

L 2




" Application - ﬂ - . . o »=135

s .

for Validation s * T

PART Is\k Exportablllty (cont.) . ‘ -
8. List essential materlals (Software) used by students, teachers,
and others and the source and cost of items. Describe tlie
avallablllty of the materlals, - ,

The FOCUS proyect is,. generally, qulte llke any other secondary

Ly

school program in the materlals it requires for day-to-day operatlon._
. 4 » * - A

~ R ¥ » »

It might be said, however, that the project does use fewer hooks

v

~and "nonwconsumable materlals and more ponsumables such as film,

s

R N . e
film processlng mallers, flash cubes, art and craft materlals, and

ditto sheets than mlght be the case with many tradltlonal programs.

'All materials utilized in the FOCUS project are available elther .

o v .

through the school dLstrlct s supply warehouse or from local

spe01a1ty syppliers. The progect, in short, does not depend upon
"exotic"'materials and supplies in its daily operations. B

While\not technically classified as a "software";expense, the
project does spend an uncommon aﬁount of the funds available to lt
in support of out-of-school activities. .The FOCUS budget for fieid
trip transportatlon, admlsslon fees, recreatlonal facllltles, etc.
is the envy of the .school. On the other hand, the total sums spent
per 100 student are not in great excess of those spent per 100 stu-
dents in the regular sdhool program. FOCUS, generally speaklng,
has the same resources as other school programs but elects to
allocate them differently. ,

As stated previously, exact definition or explanation on this
polnt is lmpos51ble since what materials, software and other, are
used in the proJect are decided uponiby the 1nd1vidual teachers and
students fonducting the‘project's daily activities. Teachers and

Fad

students in other schools will certainly make chqices determined by

ro, / : . ~

. their goals, activities, and needs’ o

' s A' \
140 - :

» ) ES
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" staff members, as has peem%preV1ouely, are selected as
tere

'formal scﬁooiing and academic Spec1alt1es. In general teachers.‘

. ' A

-
H
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. - PART IV =- Exportability (cont )’

-~ »
~

.9. Describe the types, numbers and quallflcatlons of personnel

requlred to operate the project successfully.

%eachers o Z~i., o ‘ D
It is recommended that a program based on the FOCUS model: . - °.

prov1de one teacher for each twenty students enrolled. Yeachers

should, of‘couree, meet étate certification requirements. FOCUS

. . ’ N ~

Ce . \ R
much for -their "outside" in s and abllltles as for thelr

a351gned to a FOCUS -type program should be 1nc11ned toward the
"humanlst;c" phllosophy and have sound 1nterpersona1 skllls.

- B - .

Team Leader ' ' .

A crltlcal need for any pro;ect built on the FOCUS model is

‘\

for rnternal ‘direction. At the mlnlmum, .5 FTE should be allocated

for in~-house leaderehip—f more if at all p0551bLe.' While the t1t1e4

- ’

for, this funotion may vary locally (cha;rman, teamhleaderk co-
ordinator, director), the present FOCU§ team is in agreement with °

[

the Oregon State AdV1sory Council V151tatlon teanm whlch spec1f1ed

"at least half-time leadershlp" as an 1mperative for any. valldatlon

effort,in another school. This person will be half-time as pro-

.. ject coordinator'and half-time in the classroom; ﬁrobably,'and

should have skills which qualify him as. an 1nstructrgnal leader

and as an eff1c1ent admmnlstrator. The follow1ng FTE resources

are con51dered‘v1tal: -{ T
,‘~ Number of Student Teacher FTE Leader FTE °*
\ ' 25-40 2 . .5 |
» 40-60 o v 3 . 05
60-80 . ° 4= ‘ .5
5 .

80~100




A

[

Other Personnel ) . BN

-~

-

Ta -

Whlle not seen as belng absolutely necessarymgor schools

+

* that additl nal personnel will increase the effectlveness of a

» - & .=

s1m11ar_nr gram o ‘ ".' K

6022E310r¢ If local resources allow, the servlces of a »

i Speclal counselor should be made avallable to progectustudents.

N .
The producer FOCUS project had SUch a resource, a very compentent,

~ L. ’ _
experlenced counselor. R o .

.

7 - o

- Secretary/Clerk, As ls'the case in all 1nst1tutlons, the

servxces of an eff1c1ent secretary can llghten the. load on all ’

pérsonnel and 1mprove thé manner in Whlch almost all project

' <

act1v1t1es are conducted. Partlcularly lf attendance and formal

eValuatlon are to be key features of the program, the role of the
‘¢

icant Gne. (Ant1c1pat1ng the time when the project's budget will

x

not.lnclude an item for secretarlal or clerical help, FOCUS has

N

emnarked ,On “an "in-house" training program in Wthh selected 'stu-

dents are glven on-the-job tralnlng in these roles prellmlnary to

1)

maklng thlS a completely student-orlented functlon ) ‘

-

Evaluator. In the eVent that formal evaluatlon 1s made -a part
of ‘the repllcatlon program, the services of a quallfled equcatlonal

«

research/evaluatlon spe01allst will be requlred. PROJECTS SHOULD

[}

_NOT ATTEMPT TO COQ\UCT EVALUATION EFFORTS WITH TEACHING PERSONNEL.

; A4

Student Teachers and Interns. If at all possible, projects

*attemptlng to dupllcate the FOCUS model should attempt to establlsh

close llnkages w1thpreglonal teacher-training 1nst1tutlons The”

.FOCOS project incfudes one or two student teachers from the

a2

[}

]

- _ * T . h - -
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i decldlng to validate the FOCUS .model, it mlghtsbe ant101pated PR
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' secretary in recording, displaying, and recalling data is a 31gn1f—-
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<

" student teachers provide "model behavior“ for many students who

curriculum development, physical education, and many other subjects.

'EOCU§ team. Consequently, no detailed advice or speC1f1catlon of

in-service effort. ‘ . R

TN g . =139
Univere%ty of Idaho on its staff at all times, a relationship
which serves to provide experience for practicum students and

greater'flexibility for project scheduling. Also, top-notch' -

yd

have all too few. opportunities to dealfelosely with attractive, -

successful young peo le close to their own age. . gﬁf

The third component of the-FOCUS staff development effort .
1nvolves staff’travel to local, reglonal and occa51onally,
natlonal workshops and tonferences. FOCUS teachers have attended
special sessions on reeddng, sexism, Galues, visual inquiry,
The direetor has been involved®in conferences in the areas of '
counseling, career educatian, evaluation, dissemination, -and similar
concerns of an "administrative" nature. Students have also teken
part fn the developmental program, attending several state and
national\conferences with staff menbers and piayind&an important
part in dissemination program deGeloped for FOCUS over a three

e

year period. - ) -

-

It must be re-emphasized that dlrectlon for the staff develon-

~

ment program is dependent entlrely upon the needs and concerns of the

required resources and materials can be offered here.,_It‘should
be enough toAsaylthat schools consideringhthe,EOCUSemodel\ehQuld
1) alloEate resources specificall; for staff development, needs
whlch will emerge, and 2) be alert to clues ag go what crltlcal

needs arise which can best be addressed through a staff training/

<
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10. Describe procedure and materials’ necessary for personnel N’

training. - * I

Staff development in FOCUS consists of a three*part procedure.

First, a summer workshop has been held each summer since 1971.

These workshops have concentrated on different problems and actlv-

shop was team building, lnterpersonal relatlonshlps, program

phllOSOphyT—and "start up" plannlng. The second workshop concept

P e

ted on rev1ew of the flrst operatlonéi year, 11terature searches for

1nformat10n on successful practlces in other alternatlve programs.,- .

t

and orlentatlon activities for teachers joining the FOCUS - team.
¥

The thigd workshop emphaslzed the 1dent1f1catlon of contlnulng'pro-
ject problems (Force Field Analy51s procedure) and p0531b1e solutlons
and the training of Several teachers from other mgtropolltan—area

schools and dlstrlcts. Materlals required for such workshops,

obvioniy, depend entirely upon the agenda to be pursued. it

be p01nted out, also, that each summer workshop to date has

been conducted on the campus of Portlaﬁd*State University, a co-

0perat1ve llnkage which has added greatly to the conduct of the -
summer adtivities. M

’ >

‘The second element in the staff development/training effort
.

involves short-term workshops for project teachers. For example,
when readlng emerged as a prlmary.project problem, the ‘services

of a reading expert were obta1ned and a serles ‘'of half-day and

full -day learning sessions were held for all stgﬁf members.

¢

Slmilarly, when relatlonshlps among progect staff members became

strained to the HEeaklng polnt, spec1allsts from the Natlonal Train-

1ng Laboratory (NTL) were emploved to conduct a week—end "retreat"

[ -

for the FOCUS’&,J:eam, T 14&} - , ; L - ;
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PART" IV -- Exportability (cont.)

v

11, DlSCUSS the’ feasiblllty of adoptlng the entlre project or
components of the project. _ _ N

v e

, .
\‘ v .
e
/1
,
N a3
,

The pages immediaﬁely following include materials appropriate

to this section. These pages are coples 8f l) the Oregon Title III

-

Advlso\?rCouncll's Slte Visitation Team s on-51te report, and 2)

J

the project director's Summary of Valldatlon Efforts (Februaiy and

"March, 1974). Both documents were prepared at a.tlme when the
Oregon Title III office was con51der1ng the poSS1b111ty of a 1arge~

scale effort to establish FOCUS valldatlon,unlts 1n‘secondary schools

throughout the state.
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. Evidence of increased effectiveness with students

« . . N
Y * N + . . - +

. Site Visitors notations. 4 , - o

v -

* B Lo -

04 - e
Conversation with students and parents Lndlcated that the prOjeCt.
is effective.in motLVatﬁﬁg school attendance and an 1nterest in

project -gctivities. . ¢ SN

. . v . , v

Vd : »
Classroom observatlons indicated that students were present and
actively involved in,classroom activities, ‘Students appeares
' enthqsed by the alternatlve in subject and environment
(them r' 11 . B « »

J ”( . . x
Evidence of reasonable operational cost
, ’ o 2

If the question of "reasonable cost® viewgd in terms of the
pr03ect philosophy then the cost is n&i really additional; it should
perhaps be viewed as a redirection of existing funds already being
spent on the target population for which thereé is

return in traditional settlngs. - .

Therefore 1f the operatlonal cost is §1, lOO/student for the progebt
“and the cost/student of a traditional program is $1, 000-1,100, there
e really is no addltlonal cost -~ just. greater mlleage out of ex1st1ng

monlesf . . o - | ; o ’/’f

A3
Ay

The project visitation team consisted of

Alton Smedstad, Supt. Hillsboro
. Gerry Berger, Specialist, SDE.
v Mike Call, Specialist, SDE
. Mel Jordan, Counselgr, cocc

¢
kN

% . .o z
. o s .
£
-

~ - . .
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. Summary of Validation Efforts - FOCUS - : -
PO ) ’ ’ / ] - '.~’ o -

y Although some very general discussaons of the valldatlonf.

>

pf’cess were held between pro;ect staff members- and representatlves
4

of the, Tltle III office durlng the early W1nter months, no formal
planning for a FOCUS valldation program could be started unt11 the
annual Advlsory Counc1l 51te v151tat10n was comﬁieted in mid- .
/,nuary. Follow1ng thls v151tatlon, serious con51derat10n was

glven the p0551b111ty of Valldatlng FOCUS procedures and outcomes

t

1n other schools in the state ~ Several pre%ﬂmlnar§*meetlngs were

’,
held at Wthh personnel from the pro;ect, e Portland central

 *

admlnlstration, and the Title III OfflEf dlscussed _goals, fundlng

requlrements, and varlous strategles whlbh‘mlght be used 1n

* establlshlng'a sound valldataon program R . ‘ .

After general agreement was reached regardlng overall _' ¢

iy

directlon, a, number of schools were contacteq and informed of the
. o 4

validation proposal Contacts were made-first.with schools which

-~

had prev1ously expressed rnterest 1n ?OCUS Personalivisits and .

phone calls were made and each sohool was given a package of the °

prOJect's descrlptlve materlals. Bach school was.also asked to

send a representatlve to one of several orlentatlon/observatlon

meetlngs held at the Madlson producer 51te. Personnel from the a

”follow1ng schools mét with FOCUS and T;tle I1I staff members at

' , ~ . .
these meetings: ‘ .

-

-

Aloha High School (Beaverton) - ;
.Sunset High Schopol .(Beaverton) ' R
Franklin High School (Portland) ' '
Reynolds High School (Troutdale)
South Salem High School [{Salem). ~*°
~ Hillsboro High School . (Hillsbb&ro)

15\0 o . ‘,.‘ '




T - '. T P ) , ’b~‘ . ""/;.' -~
" subseguently, similar effortswwgre\gade to rnterest other schools,

| .

including: < ) Lo . .«m&;'

Barlow High Schdol™ (Gresham) P
Parkrose High School - (Portland) L
Bend Senior High School -(Bend) . &

%3§3§%?;§%E35 David Douglas High School (Portland) «;u

4§&“ﬁ*§a:‘**ft::r‘q(é? Cleéveland High School (Rortland)

. Marshall High School (Portland) .
“‘;j Tigard High School (Tlgard) T )
oo ! ) Hdod River Valley High!''School (Hood River)
- . i " Rainier High School (Rainier) ]

-~ . . a
. N : -
Ay

~/@bi&e all scnools cohtacted expressed intereet in the FOCUS‘
project and indicated general suéport of its goalsrand procedures.,
none werefabletgo accept,tﬁe'invitation to ﬁarticipate'in theJ
validation program. There were a variety‘of reasonS’eXpressed, ]

but the primary problem was that notification of the validation -

opportunlty came too late in the school year.h This created the
-, # - ] ’ i
following related dlfflcultles. ) .

»

1. Local ‘budgets for. the 1974-75 school year already had been

prepared and eubmltted and dld not 1nclude 1tems tQ prov1de adequate

*
.

NN financial resources for establishing a new major program.

v

2. Severe staff .reductions were anticipated, creatiny such

strong feelings of uncertainty that firm commitments of teacher
N - [ 4 "

-~

3 e

resources were impossible.
A 3. The limited,reeources budgeted for new projects had been,
in the main, promised to other school programs hndbactivities;‘ To
_syddenly redirect these funds would have createdf%ad feelings| "

-

- (1nternally. ‘ I

¥

4: Most schools felt that the Tltle III offlce should offer

. stronger financial support 3a’val1datlon schools.

>~ ',. ‘ . W \ . : ' T { , . - ) ’ ‘147 .
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. It should be J::;red out again that none éf the schoo}s
y contacted rejeeted validation on the basis of/program.philosothr
\ peratio;, or methodelogy.ﬁ Indeed, Aloha, Tlgard, Dav1d Douglas,
Marshall and South Salem have all lndlcated thaé\they will probably
move to FOCUS—type programs 1n 1975-76 after they have -had time for
adequare local dlSCUSSlOn and fiscal planning. (These schools have .
" asked for help during the next year.)

Finally, I feel that there would Aave béeg ﬁo problem negeérating
three or four ralidat%oﬁ sites if 1) Title III funds had'been'avail-
able for day-to-day site leadership (.5 FTE) and’summer staff train-
iné and, 2) the validation effort could.haGL been started earlier

-

in the echool year,eprobably before ‘November.

Sincerely, ' : . C
) s ) : ( - ’ ! ’
. - Ralph T. Nelsen .
FOCUS Project
Madison High School : . : . )
Poytland, Oregon 97220 - PR . e
"l S > 5 ¢ T N
. ) § ‘ ,
. er
"
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PART IV -- ExPortabilitgﬁzzg;t.) 4
4 4 . - " - ) ‘.,

12. Describe any special equipment (hardware) and/or unique
facilities required for the project.

° ‘ffJ .

Please refer to Sectiom IV, FOCUS Program Operationél Hand-
book for dEscriptions of resourtes utilized in the project.

Apart from an unusually cbmplete bank of mediaware, the

~ FOCUS project does not require of utilize any itemégghich are not

v

commonly available in most modern secondary schools. The decision

- ~

.to use an ﬂnusually large portion of available funds for mediaware

and. supplies. has been strictly a local one, made in accordance to

- ‘e

the prefereénces 'of the particular siéff’operating the program at

Madison High School. Other teachers in other schools might opt

Y

’foE a completely different set of expenditures accoraing to their

e

local needs and individual, preferences. (One of the strengths of

the FOCUS program is the fact that teachers and students are given

almost complete decision power concerniﬁg theléllocafiom\qﬁ avaiiable;"

resources.) L - -

In terms of séace, the FOCUS project does not have any special
facilities in the school buildigg. As noted earlier én fhis document,
the program 6péraﬂés from four standard “classrooms and has, inﬂa/gldit"ion,E
sections of two former séhoél hallways available for an‘éctivities
cénter'and teacher’wbrk spaée. Finding space for a similar prograﬁl

—
should not be a-difficult problem for any school.

1538
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' - A general drscusslon of the varlous ﬂroblems encountered -

Application . o o - ' <150 -
for Validation Cet Co

' PART IV -- Exportability (codt.) .
. prs K . j

13, TIdentify special problems encountered in 1mp1ementatlon of
the project and.descrlbe solut10ns~ (unique .to this kind
of project) i T

<«

v . 4 ’{

-

in developlng and malntalnlng the FOCUs project can be found 1n ;

k3

the FOCUS Program Operational Handbook, pp 124 ff. Also see

comments made in Part II—B regardlng varlous problems &nd solutlons

encountered in operatlng the project. oo —

0 .,

()It might be sald, broadly, that the main problems to be expected by
angther staff attemptlng to 1mp1ement a FOCUS-type program would be:
l. 1Initial reluctance of colleagues, students,‘and school

pairons to accept a "humanistic philosophy".in'operation. _Solutioni

Patience, }lots of PR work, and wiliingness'to look at yohr operation

. critically. ' . -

2, Initial reluctance to re-allocate existing resources. for
. “ A - - &
purposes not common to tradltlonal school programs. I.E., drastlc

v -

reduction of monies expended for textbooks and parallel increase in
monies expended for media supflies and out-ofeschool resources.

3. On-going reluctence.of-some colleagueg to acceptithe fect
that some students really need an alternative to.the trad1t10nal
,program. (Suggestlons that change is 1mportant are frequently

"taken;es an attack on what these teachers have been and are
pe . .

cbntinuing to do with their classes and students,) Solugau1 -

a -

More patlence, fewer bold statements 1n the facultv lounge, and

a. lot of "soft-sell" act1V1ty around the school

«

PR
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4, Staff exhaustion is a real problem in FOCUS. The day-
to-day demands on staff members - t1me, energy, 1nterpersonal
input -- are terrific. Added to this are the demands of a variety
of hierarchial figures -- local .school adm@nistration, district- ‘
level admlnlstratlon, state Title III admlnlstratlonu FOCW{\
staff members have often said that they can handle thejdual roles
of teacher and counselor, but the third role-- educatlonal researcher-;'

is often 1mposs1b1e to tolerate. Still, members of the FOCUS team

v

have managed to carry out their daily tasks and, with a minimum of

rebellious behavior, compile formative and summatlve data sufficient

to conyince the upper-layers of officialdo that the project is ¢

successfully meetin its objectives and is worthy of continued '

ne. FOCUS teachers and directors have

proven .to be "24-hour a day" people, managing to .squeeze the .

support. Solution:

b o8|

1nev1table "extra™ into overloaded days and nlghts., Profess1onals

moving into a FOCUS-type alternatiye—program~must~accept~the4fact*4* R

»

.that the work load and energy drain is excessive, impossible, and

+

unreasonable: and, then, they must jump in head first because it's

the only way they can jnstify their désignation as professional'
educators. | oL :
5, Monitoring student attendance on a tight schedule is
critical 1f an adopter has established 1mproved student attendance '
tan‘lmportant pro;ect goal. ThlS will call for an eff1c1ent .
system for recording absences and some stxong commitment on the
part of .all personnel to follow-up on a daily basis with phone.

calls, 'informal notes, and home calls. Again, this adds another

task on the program staff. Solution: not much can be suggested

.




T "years of project operation at Madison Hf%h Schooi.

WY L]

1 N g

‘ Eb'lighteﬁ the burden required for a goncentrated attendance -

. s
-

‘improvement effort, but a well-conceived, well instrumented
attendance procedure can be helpful, particularly if everyone’

oni the pIOject team follows it falthfully.\

Obviously, other problems have’ ppeared during the three
Just as

obvious, however, is the fact that th Je problems have been

. addressed and, in the ma1n, resolved by the staff.

ke
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- " - APPENDICES

- A- Evaluation Plan, 1973-74

¢ B- Interim Evaluation Report, February 1974

. Final Evaluation Report, Juxy 1974 (to be appendgd at
' . / later date)
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Appendix A

R Evaluation Plan.

x 1973-74 o
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EVALUATION PLAN - : i

1973-}4 R S

The purpose of the proposed”evaluation is to provide~a11 relevant

-,

information needed to faéilitase the decision~making process concerning

the continuation, modification, and/or termination of various elements of ,
the ;rojcct. Essentially, evaluative information will serve three functjions:
. (a) proviée'evidénce of, and explahatiggs.for, the ex®ent to which project
\_/f1;=£L=.are being achieved; (b) provide iﬂformation/leading Fo program.moéifi—
catlSn to tncrease effecti;eness of efficiency; ané (c) provide detailed
documentation of project operations by which other schools could implement
‘ . - :
5 ? speciffic project elements. ( ¢
. 1 .
oposed project evaluation will be formulated within the fragework
of a discrepancy model, similar to those aevelopea by Stake and Provus.
Essentially, the evaluation strategy will be to compare the proposed objcec-
tives or outcomes of the project with the actual attainmeSi of those objec-
_tives. That is, the\evaluation will attempt ‘to deéermine the extent to which
' the projec; has dchieved or is achieving. that which i?’set out to do. A
'discrepéncy wS;:ébe identi%ied whenever there is a lack of congruence between

X ~  what is proposed and what is achieved.

Further, analysis of the project's progress and development during its
\

tenure will be accomplished with attention to tﬁe accountability ;ystcm pre~
vailing‘ﬁithin the Portland sch601 system. Specifically, Portihnd School

Distfict No. 1 is employ%ng the Planning—Programming-Budgcting,Sy;tem (PPBS)
to assess thc‘effecti&eness and efficiency of'gll programs within its juris—

g diction. An integral pa?t of the PPBS system is ‘the sub~division of programs
{ A}

. imto three components based on the function performed. These three components
b are Manmagement, Support, and Education/Training. Lhe Management component

: pertains to those decisions concerning the cstablishment,,implébentatioﬁ, and

459 e
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maintenance of efficient and effective organization and procedures by which

the praject is to be administered. The Support componenc pe;taihs to those

7 - _—

services provided for the project and those services provided by the project.

-

" Finally, the Education/Training component pertains to learning outcomes pro-

-

posed for the participants of the particular projéct.

Consequenély, the evaluation will coﬁﬁrise sepifafé analyses for each
of the three program components (Management, Support, and Educaéion/Training)
and will revolveéiiegnd analysi§ of the proposed bbjectf%es (desired outcomes),
.actiyities (to achieve objectives) and‘observed outcomes relevant té each com-

ponent. In addition, evaluative information obtained will be utilized contin-

uously to adjust and/or modify various elements of the program. Specifically,

¥

information relative to projéct jectives will be collected, analyzed, and
fed back to the project ipaff in three stages:

(a) Ongoing - informal weekiy review and discussion betieen
the project staff and evaluator concerning the execution
and results of project activities. )

(b) Cunulative = covering first half of school year - inter-
pretations pertinen# to -the likelihood that the current
year's objectives will be met.

(c) Cumulative - covering the entire school year - interpre-.

* tations pertinent to subsequent years' operations.

~

The relationships.between the three program components, therefore, might be

diagrammatically represented as follows: c .
, —
Managément Support Education
Component 5

Component ——_—-—‘T Training

Component




»’ N

" The above diagram could be interpreted as follows: decisions made at

s

the Management level will have direct affect upon decisicns at the Suppor%

level, which in turn will affect decisioas at the Education/Training level,

In addition, as evaluative information is obtained concerning the Support
.function, it may be fed back to affect (adjust, modify)~previous1y established

and proposed decisions at the Management level. As evaluative information is

.

obtéined_concerning the Education/Training functionm, it may be fed back to

o

affect (adjust, modify) either or both Support or Management decisions. As
the ‘evaluation process functions in this manner, it may be considered to be

an integral part of the project itself.

It is imperative to note at this poirnt that it is fully recognized that
Management and Support'components exist only for the purpose of achieving

Education/Training components,  However, it is believed that the actual imple-

mentation of the program fldws through the sequéncé indicate&-above; that is,
Management, Support, Education/Training. Consequently, the three components

will be presented and analyzed in accordance with this sequence. It should

be kept in mind, however, that the ultimate goal is the education and/or

<

st

trainin%’of the students participating in-the project.

In summary, the proposed evaluation will take into consideration the

-

Planning-Programming~Budgeting éystem (PPBS) currently being employed in the
\ . ’
Portland Public Schools. That is, separate analyses will be performed pertain-

ing to the project's»Managcment, Support, and Education/Iraining componcnts.

S > L]

. A
. Specific objectives, activities, and evaluation procedures have been

~

identificd and grouped for ecach of the three compo ents. Tables ™1, 2, ahd 3
contain the specifications of these objectives, acgtyities, and evaluation
proccdurqs'for'the Management, Support, and Education/Training components

/

respectively. .

.18l
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L FOCUS

I. Introduction

Preface
Although the present Interim Evaluation Report appears as a separate
-~

-

document, in reality it should be considered an extension, addition, or
v * - 3

2

supplement to thg Progress and Activity Report submitted as part of the
application for continuation. This ;elat onship between the Interim
Evaluation Report and the Progress and A;f}vit§ Report was adopted in
order to minimize the amount of repetition or duplication of.information.
Consequently, througﬁout this report the reader will continually be
refer;ed to specific sections of the Progress and Activity Rgport for a
more extensive explication of various points. 1In addition, the reaéer

will ocrasionally be referred to the FOCUS "“Evaluation Plan 1973-74" for

specific details pertaining to the evaluat{gn aspects of the project.

Nature of the Project

The overall purpose of the FOCUS project is to develop and present
an aitérnative scﬁbol program for Mﬁdison High School students who have
been previousié identified as students who have lost gnthusi?sm for school
work, have had few successful experiences in the traditional classroom,
and consequently-fre hiéhly likely to drop out of school. Within such an

- 3
alterndt;ye'échool program the classroom will become the center of a flex-

ible, objective, cooperative,‘useful, and supportive educational process.

" To achieve such a classroom climate, the FOCUS program will be developed

in accordance with approaches and strategies which provide affirmative

answers to the following three questions:

170



. - -167

<::/ a. Are the educational objectives based on the needs and
- : interests of the students?

- b. Are the tasks assigned_to reach these objeétives oneg’

¢+ in which the student can reasonably be expected and

) expect himself to succeed? ff '; >

c. 1Is the school program (structure) such that if questions
a and b are answered "Yes," ‘we can expect to see the
. objectives reached’ ™~ v
Simply stated, the FOCUS project is intended to develop and imple-
ment an alternative school program for high ﬁg&;;i students which will
’prov1de relevant opportunities for student growth (both personal and

academic) and thereby reduce the number of high school dropouts, academic

failures, and-pupil indifference and disenchantment.

C. Nature of Project Evaluation

-,
-

The purpose of the project evaluation, as set forth in detail in
the "Evaluatien Plan 1973-74," is to provide relevant information needed
to facilitate the decision making process concerning the cgntinuatien, -
modification, aﬁd/or termination‘pf various elements of the project. !
Essentially, the eveluation will attempt to determine the extent to which
the project has achievg#aor is achieving that which it set out to do. To

) facilitate the above determination, a discrepancy evaluation model is geieg

employed. Siﬁply sthted, the 3trategy will be te‘comﬁare the prﬁﬁvsed
objectives or outcomes of the project with the actual Attainment of these |, K
objectives. A discrepaney will be identified whenever there is'afleck of
congruence between what is proposed'and what'ie achieved. In such instances
some remediation yould be indicated. .

Further, analysis of the—project's progress and development will take

into consideration the Planning-Programming-Budgeting System (PPBS) cur-

rently being employed.in the Port$and Public Schools. That is, separate
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discrepancy analyses will be performed pertaining to the project's‘Manage-
~ ment, Supporc, and Educaci;n/Training com?GEEBts.

It should be noted that the present Interim'Evalcecion Report pertains
specifically to project activities;~both operational and developmental,
during the four end one-half- month interval extending from September 1973
to mid-January 1974, Many of these actiyities are of continually ongoing |
natcre that extends throughout the school year. Thus, sufficient informa-
tion to render definitive judgments as to the achievement of specific objec-
tives will not be available until the end of the scﬁool term. Consequently,
the present\geview will be concerned with the degtee to which project objec-
tives are being approached. Specifically, various accomplishments toward
the achieyement of each component objective will be discussed and a jucgment
made as to whether progress to date has been: ‘\ - .

(a) excellent - implementation equal to or exceeds interim

expectations . .
(b) good - implementation just short of interim expec-
tation v
(c) faif - implementation considerably short of interim
expectation
. i
(d) _poor -'minimal or no implementation toward objective
' achievVement . . \ .

(e) undeﬁermined - evaluative judgment dependent upon ydar-end
data collection.
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II. Evaluation Findings

A. Managément Zomponent Objectives . ) ' .

Ma\ra&e;émt

* Proyram Co&poucnt’

Objective » 1 The project d1rectors will enroll, by October 1, 1973
100 Madison High School students to whom the traditional school program has
not been meaningful.

/ B )
‘ = 3 y

i

Progress toward objective achievement:
Excellent [¥] Good [] Fair [] Poor D Undetermined [ ]

Accomplishments toward objective achievemeat:
As of September 1, 1973, the FOCUS project directors were successful

in enrollingJIOS Madison High Sdhool ninth, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth
grade students to whom the traditional school program had not been meaning-
ful. Specifically, 31 ninth, 21 tenth, 37 e1eventh,/and 16 twelfth graders
were e?rolled in the FOCUS project at this time. The selection criteria
employed by the project directors were 12 in number. A student need only
meet one of the criteria to be considered for the program. Specifically,

the selection criteria ehployed were as follows:

. Students who do not like school. ' L‘
. Students who have not acquired sufficient command of basic skills.
Students who do not 'bel in themselves. -

Students who do not work well with groups.

Students who do not respect or respond to authority (or Tleadership
roles).

6. Students who have not found studies meaningful to them.

7. Students who have not viewed teachers or adults as approachable.
8. Students who do not set long-range goals.
9
0

v HwN =
.

. Students who may have left school and are re-enrolling.’
. Students who have failed two or more of their subjects their first'
year in high school. _ g
11. Students who are seen as likely to have trouble in the remainder
of school.
12. Students who h;3§~é§§pleyed high academic potcntlal but are not
responding to school due to boredom, rebellious behavior, etc.

It should be noted that although some students drop from the program throughout
the year, thé project directors attempt to fill these yacancies as they occur

with other qualified students. Currently 93 students are enrolled in the program,
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Manaéément - T

Propram Cdmpoaent

f
. ~ : '
- Fem . . . & « E
. ~ .

Objective # 2 . The project directors will prepare for distribution
by May 1, 1974, a revised program operations manual which will include

FOCUS: philosophy, selection criteria and procedures, curriculum model, class _.
planning and organization, community utilization, student-teacher involvement,

staff and facilities descriptions, and strategies fq; district adoptionm.

-

Progress toward objective achievement:

Exc'ellenf: E] Go?,d» D Falr D f’c;or D Undetermined D

Accomplishments toward object!&e achievement: J

The project directors %ave done an excellent job in preparing a
revised FOCUS Program Opengéions Manual. Toward this end, the diredtor;

have completed preparation of five new monographs describing aspects of

-
3

the FOCUS.program not covered in the initial version of the Opedations
Manual. The titles of these new monographs>are:

16. Evaluation vs. Accreditation ' «

L}

17. Staff Development In FO@bS

18. Visual Liter;ry in FOCUS 7

19. Opening School Activities c-
207 Aéfeqtive Measurement

Material included in Monograph #16 ''Evaluation vs. Accreditétion" is
especially valuable for the reader interested in the development of a

¢

:pfogram modeled after FOCUS. ' ' .

In the coming months the contents of the above and other monographs,

o

/ in addition to revisions of old material, will'be incofbo;&i;; into one

source document to be distributed as the revised FOCUS Program Operations

»

‘Magual.
(U i . “

o L , 174
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Management ' . ’
Program Couponent L . \
[ Objoctive + 3 \ _
7 Throughout the 1973-74 school year the FOCUS staff
. will prepare two (2) performance objectives (desired student behavior and N

success criteria) with learning strategy employed for at least 85% of the
instructional classes presented.

& fo

Progress toward oblective achievement: ' ‘

Excellent‘: Good'D Fair D Poor D Unde}:ei‘miﬁed 0O
\ R w7
[

- Accomplishments toward objective achievement: .
To date, the FOCUS staff have completed four curriculum cycles

involving the presehtation to FOCUS students of 123 instructional classes.
Of these classes, 26 weré selected for quarterly editorial evaluation to
ascerEgin the degree to which at least two perfoéﬁance objectives, with
accompanying leprning st;ategies, had been written for each class presented.

A, The classes selecteﬁ represented a cross section g% FOCUS téaéhers, modules,
and instructional 1ldbs. These classes are listed in Table 1.’ The editorial
review revealed that in each of the cla;ses presented the required performance -

objectives and learning strategies were specified. 2

-’

¢ 175 | -




- »
Sample of FOCUS Classes |
.Subjected to Ed;torii} Review ~
c * o *ke
yele Mod Classification Emphasis Teacher
I*. 2 - A . Math-Division P
I N 3 R Driver Education — )
I 4 \ Leadership-Seniors F
I 5 c Creative Writing K
I 6 - R Building & Decorating F
I 6 A Science-Insects & Bugs P
11 2 A Math-Decimals & %'s E
- II 3 \ law & Justice K
II 4 "R Stage Performance L
11 5 \/ Péersonal Beldefs . i M
I1 6-7 E PE-Softball P
11 6-7 E Cooking L
| v
III ) 2 A Math-Division i F
111 3 R Sociology-People L
in Groups
111 4 C Crecative Writing K
II1I 5 + R . Human Relations- P
’ - ! Prejudice
III 6-7 E Art-Stone Carving M
II1I 6-7 E Sewing Camping Gear E
w 2 VA e Math-Multiplication K
v, . 3 R Sociology-Women's F
Studies - ‘
IV 4 .V Occult Arts E
Iv 5 c Poetry L~
v 6-7 E PE-Soccer - T M
v 6-7 E Art-Pottery & > P
Sculpture .
*Classification *% Teacher )
A = Analysis - P = Petrevics
R = Realities K = Kanter .
V = Values F = Fitch
_, C = Communication - L =" Lincoln °
E= E = Evenson

Elective

176
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AN

C = Cagen (student téacher)
M = Maynard (student teacher)
] .




Management

Progrram Cor penent

*

— The project directors will prepare for distribution by

May 1, 1974, a revised FOCUS Curriculum Summary in monograph form’ *which will
1nclude brief descriptions and evaluations (most/least effective and obtaining
conditions) of pertinent and/or unique instructional units presented and
instructional strategies employed by the project staff.

Objective s &4

/

Progress toward objective achievement:
Excellent D Good m Fair [0 poor D Undetermined 0
Acccmplishnents toward objective achievenent
The project directors ha'} currently laid the groundwork for the

\revi;sion of the FOCUS Curriculum Summary. To daﬁ:e,. the directors havq

compiled and organized the "Instructional Class Objectives and Evaluation
Sht}ets" for all classes presented “so far during the school year, and
- coriduc,ted preliminary discussions with th “F‘OCUS staff pertaining to the

-

N descripticn and evaluation of pertinent and/or unique i:n;tructional units
preseri;:ed'and lecming strategies employed. At 'the preseut time, however,
no formal revision of the Curriculum Sumary has been made. Such revision

. J will be dePcndent upon\t':he completion, during March and April, of an
in~depth review b'y FOCUS staff of the instructional units Pre’sented and

corresponding student performance in tRese units.

R . 17i



.Management . . .
Propram Corponant 5 )

»

Qojective i3

The prOJect ‘directors will preparé for viewing by
May 1, 1974 a media production describing the organization and content
of the FOCUS instructional program (coverage parallel to elements described
in FOCUS Curriculum Summary Monograph). 2 '
. {

Pro§ress toward objective achievement: . : 3

€

Emccllcntﬂ " Good D Fair D Poor D Undetermined [ ]

4

Accomplishments toward objective achievement:

. As of this writing, the project directors haﬁe compl%ted the
prepar;EIbn of the media p%?ﬂuction describing the organ%&ation and ) ; g
content of the FOCUS instructional gyogram, and in additiéﬁ have pre- .
sented éhe‘slideléqpe production to a State Title IIi advisory coungil //
team. The m;dia production is now available for’viewing by school
pegﬁonnel from other schools or‘schodl districts interested in '

replicating the FOCUS model. e
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B. Support‘Component'Objectives

n _ Support : ; S - l/
SECI Prograw Component ¢ '

..';

N

~
~

.-",. *arh b
Qb’c‘tl\o f —=- During the 1973*74 school year at Ieast 152 of the
parents ‘of FOCUS students. will actively participate (serve as activity

I chaperons, conduet trips, provide classroom instruction, organize

J/ﬂ . parent activities/* and gather materials and equipment), at least once
i if the Operatio kof the FOCUS program. o
f“_:. . 3 ) . : . ’i - o . -
] = = TR R . 9 - .
5 toward objective achievement- e o . ’ &
f? 5L f%” Excq&lent [] Gobd [:} Fair [] Poor E:} Undetermined [ ]
e Accomplishments toward objective achievement N )
,; o Tb date the FOCUS prpject has received direct support and as%istance

[4E

from eight parents of FOCUS students. Six parents actively participated

+

in the ongping operation of the FOCUS program via the provision of the . *

) following'. services‘ ST o h o ' : ‘
1;”_-3 providing transportation for FOCUS students to attendr L
ey 4 "FOCUS activities. ‘ e ,

. b. providing speciai materials and equipment necessary for Wi

o L the conduction of FOCUS . classes and/or "

c. providing facilities for special FOCUS activities. -

4 . —
Two other parents met with State Title III advisory council members to

express their belief in the va%ue of the FOCUS program for their children.

The parents singled out for special acclaim the "motivational®

’ pvs
and "caringﬁ aspects of the program. Specifically; the parents emphasized ' .
that FOCUS was particularly effective in getting students interested and '

<
. stidﬁlated in learning and that the FOCUS staff genuinely cared about
Lo a )
vt individual students. . o
The project directors are confident that such parentalusupport as co !

above will increase throughout the second half of the curreﬁt school

L
~

. N .
. " , s -
' 179 N
.
. o~ . N
. N . . .
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Support
Provram Co-ponent
.-

- P

Objective ¥ 2. Duripg the 1973-74 school year at least 25 community
organizations, private industries, city/state agencies, and or individuals
will provide at least one instance of direct assistance or expertise (host
- field trips, provide resource ﬁgeakers, offer job sampling placements to

students, and provide materials and equi,pug:t) in the operation .of the FOCUS
program. ‘ ’ . X

fa . e
Progress toward objective achievement: ﬁ

> -

T Excolient Good D © Fair D Poor D Undetermined 0

Acconplishrents toward objective achievement:

Community s{xpport and assistance to the FOCUS i)roject have already”

exceeded expectations-made at the beginni:ng of the school year. giy'l‘o date

> 2
'

26 commun‘ity organizations, private industries, city/state agencies, and

‘individuals have ;;i'ovided direct. assistance and/or expertise in the

operation of the FOCUS program. Among these organizations have_been the

following:

-

Multnomah County Juvenile Court Oregon Museum.of Science & Ihdustry

Oregon State Penitentiary Portland Rape Relief Hot Line
Portland Police Bureau . Girl Scouts of America . .
U.S, Forest Service +7 - Oregon Athletic Club
Fischer Implement Company. * Metropolitan Youth Commisssion
"Sauvies Island Game Preserve Urban Indian Program

Assistance rendered by these organizations have included: ' 2

(a) providing information and materials for FOCUS students in
"Law & Justice' classes .

(b) - providing information, materials, and.equipment for FoOCUS
students in environmental studies. classes .

s (e) providiﬁg opportunities for FOCUS students to observe and
photograph a variety of animals shéltered in natural preserve areas

>

N \ (
(d) 'providing special lecture jervices forAtudents studying fungi and

. mushrooms .« .
(e). planning and conducting special classes on American Tndian Problems
f N . . ~ . .
H . Py (A3 . .
(£) providing facilities for a vardety of FOCUS physical education- ..
classes ' ) - . 4 g




(g) - providing opportunltles for FOCUS students to -function as
tutors and activity leaders
- (h) providing information and materials for Women's "Studies
' classes . .
A full detailed description of community support and assistance to the
*

FOCUS projec& is contained on pp. 2 & 3 of the Application for Continu-

.~ ation, Validation Proposal. N

Y




, -178
Suﬁpont
Prouvram Codmonent
] - -
Objective <+ 3 . : -

During the 1973-74 school year at least ten regular

,/ﬁhdlson High School faculty members will provide at least one instance of
direct assistance or expertxse (directly instruct FOCUS students, provide
special instructional facilities and equipment, and provide resources to

FOCUS' teachers) in thg‘operation of the FOCUS program.

~

Progress toward objective achievement: : ’/Q\\\\\\’/)

Excellents Gcé_od D' Fair D Poor D UndeterminedD } )

Acdomplishments toward objective achievement: ~ . *

@

. Support and assistance to the FOCUS project from regular Madison
. . ~ & - . /- .
High School faéulty has also been excellent. To date 15/faculty members

have participated in one way or another toward facilitating the FOCUS

program. Included in this agsistance have been the following:

v

' (a) tools, supplies, and special instructional materials, have
. been provided to project teachers .. .

' : :"  (b) arrangement for use of school darkroom and photo 1lab
facilities '
)
(c) . special instruction inta series of weaving and other craft .
vy classes . {

. . ...+ (d) the inclusion of interested FOCUS students -into several
N \ ' fggular Madison classes on both short-term and long-term
arrangements.

A full description of Madison High School faculty support and assist-
‘ - .

A

ance to the FOCUS project is contained on pp. 3-5 of the Application for /
- , -

Continuation, Validation Proposal.
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IT. Fvaluation Findings

C. Education/Traininz Comgonﬁnt Objectives

-

Educat1on/1raln1ng

- =179

<7
Pros o Gl pacont

{
00y ctive f~;lwi;-“3y the end of the 1973-74 school year, 60% of the FOCUS
students with poor attendance rates -(absence greater than 12,5% of total

days enrolled) during the 1972-73 school year, will demonstrate at least a
10% increase in attendance rates during the 1973-74 school year,

Progress toward objective achievement:

Good [:] Fair [:]

Accomplishments towvard ‘objective achievement:

Excellent [] Poor tj Undetermined x

A determination of the percentage of FOCUS students with poor prior
year (1972-73) attendance rates demonstratitg the anticipated improvement

in their current (1973-74) school attendance, cannot be made until complete !

£

student records become available at the close of the school yeaf. At ‘\

present, the'1973-73 attendance rates for current FOCUS students have been

~

assembled and analyzed to igentify the number and percent of students with

poor (absentee rates equal to or greater than 12.5%) prior year attendance.
. Y

The results of this analysis are indicated in Table 2. It can.be seen from

Table 2 that 72%, 407, and 38% of the fﬁfsd, second, and’ th1rd year FOCUS
students respectively are imr need of school attendance remediation Year- —

end (19f/f742 attendance records for these students will .indicate the

extent to which remediation has occurred.




‘Year~in FOCUS

¢ L

Number and Percent of Current FO&US Students
with Poor* 1972-73 Attendance Rates

\
Total Numb Number of Students Percent of Students
of Studen With Poor® Attend.’ With Poor® Attend.

.First

» 43 . 31 72

Second

15 6 ' 40

* Days absent

equal to or gréater than 12.5% of total days enrolled.




Educatjon/Training

/.

Objective ;-—g-——-aﬁlfthe end of the 1973-74 school year, the average
absentee rate for A1l students in the FOCUS project will not exceed the
average absentee ‘Yate for students in a sample of seven other Portland
high schools.

Progress tovard objective aéhievgment:
Excellent [ ]  Good [J rFatr [ Poor D Undetermined
‘Accomplishments toward obje¢tive achicvement: A\ T .

A determination of the 1973-74 average absentee’ rate for 4all FOCUS

.students cannot be made until complete student records become available

at the ctlose of the school year. At that time a comparison between the

average absentee rate for FOCUS students and for students in a sample of

-

seven other Portland high schools will be made. At this time a randoﬁ

‘selection of Portland high schools has yielded the following schools to

be used in the year-end comparison: -

Monroe
prsevel?,'
Cleveland -
Franklin

Grant ’ ‘ .
Adams '
Wilson
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. Education/Training . - \

Prorram Comnponent
! )

- 1| Objectiye 4 3 By the end of the 1973~74 school year, 70% of the FOCUS
students (with initial ratings of 1, 2, or 3) will demonstrate improved
performance (a positive ‘change of at least one scale point on pre-post,
ratings) in each of five. specific ""positive self-regarding"” behaviors. .,

»
-

*

¢ *
Progress toward objective achievement:

Excellent D Good [ | Fair _ Poor D Undetermined D
Agpbmplishmcﬁts toward 9bjective achievement: - -
A %inal determination.of the percentage‘of'FOCUS studénts deﬁonst;ating
'igproveq,performance‘in each of the«five specific "pos;tive self-regarding"

_behaviors cannot be made until "ﬁost" data is collected at the beginnin¥ of

N

May 1974. Hoﬁev;r, data collection during the first two observation periods

(Octoﬂér and December) ‘proceeded égggihly and the results Sfﬁih%se observa-
né’f*\ : . ’
tion periods are reported in Table‘%& It should be notéd that on the rating . !

scale employed for these observatib?g) fi&E (5) is the best score and one

Y

(1) is the worst score. Inspection.of Table 3°reveals that to date- the most

FOCUS studeﬁts demonstrating fmprovéméht has been in relation to Béhavior B
\ ' a
{works productively with both staff and students in small groups), followed:

by‘Behaviors E, D, A, and C respectively (see footnote on Table 3 for speci-~
fication of these behaviors). In addition, ninth grade students cqnsistentlj\
showed the most improvement. F;ndlly, it will be noted that the ma jority

* of these students are still in need of impfoygment. .

.
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Table 3

4

Number & Percent of FOGUS Students With Initial

Ratings Equaf to or Less Than 3

Demonstrating Improved Performance

Behavior” /- Pr. 9 ak-Gr. 10, Gr. 11 Gr. 12 Total
Nned a7 16 .18 10 \ 71
A i# pos:1change 7"1 8 3 5 2 / 18
.| % pos. change ;:_—:17 10 | 19 . 28 20 / 25
N< 3 34 15 1} 7 | e
B ~F pbs. change > 1 li 7 5 3 - 26
.. h % pos. change =1, 46 47, . 29 " 43 , 41
. ln=s 25 b |1 9 | 62
c - {#'rpos.' change > 1 ) 7, 3 3 1 14
. % pos. change = 1 28 21 ' 21 11 . '23
N < 3 . 25 13 13 ‘| 10 61 -
D # §o¥. change > 1 0 | 2| -0 | & 16
: | %pos, change &1 |, 40 15 0 40 .26
- ) " "T-‘_‘v“ ——— = ~- ;; . ¥ = >
y N=3 N .| 3| L 15 . 6 . 57,
B ol pos. change 2:'i~ I L 5. T2 J= 0 17
g:;xhz pos. change = 1 43 38 ) i3 - 0. ) 30 -

»

The student shéws involvement in class and project activities. ,
The student works productively with both staff and students in spall groqps.'
*The studerit shows ability to handle own feelings and other peqplq/s in a s
manner not destructive to self or others. .
The student deals’ constructively with feedback from other students and staff

about

own behavior.

. -

The student shovs commitment to FOCUS project.

~ *
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Education/Training

Proeram Component

‘;i} - ’ i ) f L

Objective - & s e
” By the end’ of the 1973 74 schogzgiear, 70% of'.the FOCUS
students will demonstrate at Jeast acceptable perf nce (staff rating of
3) and 307% of the students will demonstrate superior performance (staff. .,
rating of 4 or 5) on at least 4 of the 5 behdviors identified in the preced1ng

objective.

<
s

Probress toward objecti\e achievemfnt

v

Excellent D Good . Fair D Poor D Undetermined [:]

Accomplishments toward objective achievement:

-

A final determindtion of the percentage of FOCUS students- demonstrating»

'acceptable performance, and students demonstrating sdperior performance. - in

Y R . - 4 P

the five specific "positive se1f—regarding" behaviors canmot be made until

"post" data is collected in May 1974.“HOWever, datg have been collected
for the first tio observation periods (QctoBEr‘and December) and the results
] - " ! pe

of these obsexrvations are reported in Table 41 InSpection of Table 4 reveals

that, as of the second observation peried 70Z or more of the FOCUS students
N
had de?pnstrat’d-at least acceptable performance on each of the five behaviors.

However, superioy performance was not demonstrated by 30% of the students on

o

any of these behaviors. Finally, although the FOCUS sta f.was able to increase

&
-

“the number of students demonstrating_acceptable per formance on each of the’

-

behaviors, they were only'able to increase the number of students demonstrating

v
~

superior performance in one of the behaviors (i. e. » Behavior B, the studentr

works productively with both szaff _and students, in-small groups). It would

appear, therefore, that the FOCUo staff must make greater efforts to enhance

the number‘of students able to perform at the superior level,

! - ’ -




Table 4

v
. ) , thber & Percent of FQCUS Studénts

Demonstrating Acceptable & Superior
Performance® oy Five Specific Behaviors

Behéviors*
A B c - | D
¥ Obs. Obs.| Obs. Obs., {Obs. Obs..]Obs., Obs.| Obs. Obs.
I 11 I 11 I 1T I IT I I7
Total Number of .
Students 9% 89 93 -+ 89 9 89 9% -89, 9% 89
Number of Students . - :
24 ' 18 17 25 26 27 18 | 29 23 {-32 22
_Number of Students | : S ) .
=3 .- 45 48 | 42  42- 453 - 58 | 46 51 | 35 45
> A>3
Percent of Students ) ’ . . o
>4 19 19 | .27 29 | 29 20 | 31 26 34 25
Percent of Students ' ‘- : .
=3 . “ 48 - 54 #5//1 47 56 65 49 \'57 37 51
- LA . % 3
Percent of Students - , -
>3 " 67 73 7 76 85" 85 |{.80 83 71 75
- —\X g - ~
/ "t N
*A. The sftudent shows involvement in cléss-and project activities.

B. ' The student works productlvely with both staff and _students in small groups.
C. The student ‘shows ability to handle own feelings and other people's in a
. manner not destructive to self or ‘others. - ‘
D. The student deals constructlvely with feedback from other students and
staff about own behavior. ‘ , 7
E. The student shows ccmmitment to. FOCUS pro;ect.

- A
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, Education/Training —
roeran Compenont g

Oojrctive &~ 5
]

. — By the end of the 1973-74 school year, 60% of the FQCUS

| _students (vith TAP pre-test scores worse than one¢ standard deviation below
the norm on any sub-test) will demonstrate improvement (a pre-post minimum
gain of.5 P-score points) in the basic educational skills of reading, arith-
metic, and writing. . ' .

3

g

‘Progress toward objective achievement:

| . o Excellent D Good D Jair D Poor D Undetermined

» Y+

Accbmpflishmenté t;owa_rd objectiye achievement:
) A detéruiination of t‘hjpetcentage\of 'FOCU.é\students (with pré-}:est;
F xsc'dr'es. w;)f.s'e tfh;n one standard deviation below the norm) demonstrating .
itlnp;::)ve:.‘l basic skill perfgrmance. (a pré-Bost n:inimum g;'iVin of 5 P-score’
. ,‘pbin::s) Tannog be made until "post'-test data i.s collected in Aprii 1974.

How'ever, analysis of pre-test data, collected in Octoiaer, has identified ’

LAY

the number and peércent of students whose basic skill performance. was at

N . . , .
this inadequate\evel. Table 5 reports these data. 'Inspection ;'f Tabl‘e
' S reveals-that the majorit}: of FOCUS students, with the excéptioﬁ of
eleventh graders, and tenth graders on.the math subtest, are severely
deficient in the areas. of j:asic sl\cil’l ag:hieverhent. This-is especially -
e}‘dent, with res.pect to twelfth,grade students. " Over 70% of these stu-
, dents obtained test scores worse than one sta'pdard devia'tiion below the
- . ) no;ni.\ These ‘results are especially u%\érving when one considers timt '
thé 'majority‘of these students*will Pe'ending ‘their formal education at ~
the c16§e'of this school‘ year. ’ o,
- e v ~ ) 3
R : ’ N
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Table 5 ) h
Al y FOCUS Students' Status in S C
o ! Basic Skills Achievement '
1] - ‘ - ) “ . .
_ N e
. . ’ i oot ‘ . .

i

# of Students 7% of Students # of Students % of Students

Total # with Scores with Scores with Scores with Scores
Grade Test™ of Students = 39 - = 39 240 = 44 =40 = 44 \
2% STRcents. o ‘ — \
R 29 21, 72 4 - 14
9 c 29 ‘ '\ 15 . . 52 8 28
M 29 18 62 . 5 SN
R 20 ‘ 13 65 - 1« ‘ 5
10 c |y 20 13 . . 65 1 e 5
BRIl 20 4 8 40 Ty © 35
R 4 10 .3 ;30 . 1 " 10 .
Jd ¢ / 0 . 4 40 .0 0
M 10 2 o200 . 6 60
R 15 12. : 80 3 © 20
. = ®
12 c 15 11 73 I 27
w | 5 | T n 73 3" 20
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Education/Train{;é
e Propraa Lot pesent

»

Ob-iC‘C ti‘/'c I.E_ 6

. By the erid of the 1973-74 school year, 60% of the o,
FOCUS students (with TAP pre-test scores between one-half and one standard .
deviation below the norm on any subtest) will demonstrate improvement (a
pre-post minimum gain of 2.5 P-score points) in the basic skills- of reading,
* )} arithmetic, and writing. N o ’ e
. K ) P _

N )

. v-— T

Prosress touard objectiﬁe achievement: e f ) o
' . ‘ '
Excellent | ]  Good [ ] Fair [] Poor D Undetermined
' .. i v .
Accomplishments toward 2bjective achievement: ) s

-

A determination of the percentage of FOCUS students (with pre-test -

~ scores between one-half and one standard deviatfon below the norm) demén-

p .
[} - ‘o o .
' strating improved basic skill performance (a pre-post minimum gain of

»

2.5 P~score poi2ts) cahnot be made until "post"-test data is collecéed
in April 1974. However, analysi’s.of pre-test data, collected in October,

has identified the number and percent of studénts whose basic skill ;

* . performance was at this level. Table 5-reports these data.. Inspection
* » Y “ .

of Table 5 reveals that, approximately one-fifth of the ninth and twel fth

grade students are slightly deficient in all three skill areas, and that

-

[
approximately one-third and twosthirds of the tenth and eleventh graders

~

respectively are deficiént in méthemafics skills.
&

: N ~

' ' . - N




Progress toward objective achievement:

{
b

-189

Education/Training

Program Col poieat | B .
v .

-

bjeglive » 7 - N :
0 JegLive ~L . During the 1973-74 school year, FOCUS students will)

experience a predominance of successful learning experiences as evidenced
by a student/class objectives success rate of 70% or better in at least
65% of the classes presented. '

-

Ex;ellent [E Good [:]. Fairas [j Poor t:} Undetermined [ ]

L4

Accomplishments toward objective achievement:

To date the FOCUS staff have completed four curriculum cycles

+

involving the bresentation to FOCUS students of 123 instructional classes.
Table 6 reports the number of classes presented during each cycle and in
addition the number and percent of classes in which the studenf/class

objectives attainmept rate was P0% or greater. It can be seen from

14

fﬁble 6 that in each of the cycles more than the anticipated 65% of the

D)

classes contained predominance of successful -learning experiences for

N . .

the students. All together, 89% of the classes presented contained such
. ! ' - ;

learning experiences. Appendix A contains a complete listing of the

classes presented and the accompanying student/objectives success rates.

.
»

Ny .
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Table 6 . - :
‘ [
" Instruction Classes Presented . .- '
to FOCUS Students v .
# of Classes With % of Classes With‘
#.0f Classes " Student /Objectives Student/Ob jectives . ©
Cycle Presented Success Rate = 70%° Success Rate = 70% - <
1 S U ) 22 . 7
II . ‘31 . 30 . 97.
M N
I . - 29 29 100
Y \ ‘ .
v 32 28 88 ' "
[ 1 . :
Total 123 .. 109 89 - _
. N s‘ v
’ . i . .
¢ N ~ N .
[N v \\ %
~ ' |
‘. \ . .
. ° - .
1 4 N R - . ) i
3‘
.1 9 "1 / / ¢ i
i
- 4 Y - . {

1
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T, . III. Summary of Project Progress
.

I’

- < 4

As was‘injicated earlier in this report, the purpose of the present
project evaluation was to ascertain the extent to\which the FOCUS project
has achieved or is-achieving that which it set out to do. With this in

mind,-it'can~be reasonably stated that the’FOCUS project is progressing

. 3

‘e

very well although therg are areas in which continued imprdvenent is
indicated. o S s
Current progress of Management Component Objectives is excellent.

Specifically, of the, five management objectives progress toward the

\

accompllshment of four objectives (the enrollment of students, revision

» # . R - 4 '«
of the program operations manual, preparation of performance objectives,
. ) 5'

and preparation of a media production) has been~excellent, and one, objec~

LI

tive (revision of the FdCUS Curriculum Summary)/good. In the latter case,
final revisions are dependent upon an in-depth réview during March and

April of instructional.units presented and accompanying student performance,

LI -

In the area of community, Madison faculty and FOCUS parental support

and assistance, 'the project has‘done exceptionally well. In fact, the

year long criteria for two of the support objectives (community and Madison ~

'faculty assistance) have already been achieved. The third objective

lgparental assistance) has been slightly more than half achieved. It appears

ea1istic to expect that this 1atter objective will be achieved by the close

\
of the school term. " . . ’ . S

Progress of Education/Training Objectives has been somewhat mixed.
. . L Lo
That is, of seven objectives, progress has been excellent on one (schess
\ . . . T
experiences in instructional classes); good on another (acceptable and

3

superior behavior performance), fair on a third (improvement in "positive’

self regarding'" behaviors); and undetermined on the remaining four (attend-

ance improvemelt by poor attendens, average attendance of a11 _FOCUs students,

_ 195
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. demonstrating superior performance in one of the behaviorsﬁ Progress.

- P , .
. . . i . P .
basic skill improvement: students one standard deviation below noxm,
, .

and basic skill improvement: students one-half standard deviation :

L4 . .
belowgnorm). With respect~ to the acceptable and superior behavior
- 4 -
performance objective, the FOCUS staff has been able to increase the

4

number of students demonstrating acceptable performance on each of the,

behaviors bhit has only been able to increase the number 'of students i

A

[ . * .

has only been _fair on the objective pertaining to improvement in-

positivé self—regarding" behaviors because the majority of students
with initial ratings of three ar less are still in need of improvement..
Finally, progress toward the achievement of the latter four objectives

3

is dependent upon-year -end data collection. Judgments made at this

! »

time, therefore, would be highly speculative and premature.
In conclusion, the overall progress of the FUCUS project toward ,
accomplishing its stated objectivcs has bepn quite good. The project /

has been particularly exﬁfllent in meq;ing its Management and Support

" commitments. Education/Training component progress, although*%xcellent

.

* in some areas has also been somewhat lacking in others. Specifically,

[y

it is recommended that the project staff make greater efforts to enhance
[ . . r

the number of students able to demonstrate not only an improvement in the
e . . 1

"positive self-regarding' behaviers, but an improvement to the superior
level of performance: In addition, the staff should continue their

efforts to imptove student attendance and basic skill achievement®

L3

.
wr . .’
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FOCYS PROJECT
Focy,

I

73-76 . .

" Class- Suml)lg’:y: "Cycl'e -7 1lst -

Y

pates 9/6-210/5/73 .

) s T T
N N og ‘o‘.
- M A R/ ,
\5? o,
‘ & &
A : g
. ¥y ‘;’ B b y 5 K
© 2 0 q
- R .
: % Ac.|,Math-Division . P 38 31 827,
°2 A Math-Addition & Suptraction K > 30 27 920%
o~ 2 ‘'|'"A |,Math-Multiplication E 50 41 827,
: 2 A Math-Fractions oL 34 T 22 687
2 | & | Math-Degimals E'| 104 |+102 987,
' 3 R Driver Education . - E “ 42 36 867%
391 R Driver Education P 38 35 927
3 R Propagarda - s L 44 26 597%
3 R | Group Behavior L. .36 27 75%
.4 A Geography-Map 'Reading' : E \Z\g\ 22 1007
. o4 |V Leadership-Seniors, , T F' 3 N T30 947
' 4 A° | Seience-Seagulls & Salmon ° K- | 58 > 56 -97%
4 R | Urban Living Skills . 1L 66 . '38 . 57%
7 1 .
n E PE-Tennis i P , 260 1. 95 97%
5 -B PE-Team Sports L 36 ~23 647,
5 1 ¢C Creative Writing K 34 26 767%
5 E° | Art-Batik F 54 43 79%
M-W-F | ' ‘ N P
6 c Deaf Sign Language -1 E ¢} -32 28 . 887%
\ 6 | E | PE-Softball _ . P 42 39 937,
AN 6 R Building & Decorating ‘F 18 16 100%
6 "E | Art-Macrame ‘% . K 30 . 25 83%
T~Th o -
6 c Animated Film ‘Production K |. 52 b 20 7 38%
1 6 c Language Workshop* F < 20 10 50%
. 6 A Science-Insects & Bugs P 34 23. 687%
A
M-W-F ’
7 " C Reading-Student Tutors E 30 30 100% .
7. E PE~-Softball (cont. from 6th) P 42 39 93%°
7 E PE~Body Conditioning L' .f 30 30 100%.
7 E + Art-Macrame (cont., from 6th) K 30 25 83%
(cont.) . o
" Total Student/Objectives *Classification .**_T_e_'emx_er
Attaincd: .o % / *  A’= Analysis P = Petrevics
. . R = Realities K = Kanter
. g ’
Not Attalined. { .r % V = Values ‘ F.= Fitch °
- ’ C = Communication ° + .L = Lincoln
' ' E = Elective E =.Evenson
» BJR:sp ’ P ’
B . . . (’ “j . .
ERIC 1720173 19
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FOCUS PROJECT

73-74

' Class Summary: ?}chle Lst Dates - 9/6--10/5/73-
oy <’
. g‘
3]
- N ~ Q ~ “
»‘4* ' |
% . o
[ -
$ & &
]T-Th .C Animated Film Production
7 (cont. from 6th)
- s -
’ T-Th ’ PR 3 '
7 “E | PE-Dance ‘ L 38 .30 79%
. 7 A Science-Insects & Bugs (cont. P 34 23 687
) ! from 6th) *
AN . s |
- A o
» € e 1
/
. «:> . » - , . V7
b o . ;
- é/ N
' * ’ ‘ . - [}
. v “~ ' ’ ’ \ ‘ A
. ) ~ 4 1
« Total Student/Objectives 1,080 *Classification *Teacher s
Attained: . # 872 ¢, 81 A = Analysis P = Petrevics
! . 208 v . R = Realities K = Kanter
- Not Attdined: % _19 V = Values . F = Fiteh .
) C = Comuunication L = Lincoln
\ E = Elective . E = Evenson
Q 3MR:sp \ . 198 .
- ERICL1/729/73 - Co : ‘ .
: 'Full Text Provided by ERIC N . . . .

T
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. \¢ FOCUS PROJECT 73-74 - ‘ =195,
Class Summary: \Gyéle' ‘2nd - " Dates 10/8--11/2/73
:I
- & :
: &
N 0
- 5 5
3 3 g
@
- ' & 4
2 A Math-Decimals & Percents E 129 112 87%
T . [ 2 | A | Math-Multiplication F 3% 34 100%
, 2 A Math~Multiplication . K 38 31 827%
2 A |} Math-Fractions ’ . L. 3 16 53% {
. 2 A Math-Division P " 38 36 95%
3 C Reading. Workshop E 82 72 88%
3 .]v Law and Justice K 56 48 - 86%
- 3 ' Sociology~-People in Groups. L 18 18 100%
73 C | Reading Workshop P 40 40 100%
4 | c | slide shows E 36 {' 26 "7 .
4 v Leadership F 22 20" 917
4 c Creative Writing K- 40 33 83%
4 R | Stage Performance "L 22 22 1007 ‘
L 4 R | Social Problems-No Money-No Job| G 42, 38 90%
. 5 V | Violence & Killing E 22 . 17 77%
’ 5 c Writing Workshop : F 30 24 * 80%
© 5 E PE Team Sports L 42 32 763
5 E. | PE Tennis 4 30 25 837
S v Persogal Beliefs M 40 29 73%
. ¢
) #
™ M-W-F. : ~ ,
. ~6-7 | A Science-Electricity. 1cE 11 10 917 A
6-7* | E. | Batik-Art F 22- 22 100% * -
. 6-7 c Drama ' K 20 20 | 100%
6-7 E PE-Body Conditioning L <12 10 83%
6-7 -1 E _| Art-Pottery M 38 30 * 79%
. | 6-7 ) E | PE-softball P 4 38 867 .
) . 2 ~ | .
T-Th | - 4 > -
6-7 E Sewing~Camping Gear 2 E 14 13 93% - :
. 6-7 R | Women's Studies . F 22 22 100% ' '
) 6-7 | E Art-Drawing ) K 48 38 . 79%
. 6-7 E | Cooking L 28 27 96%
6-7 E . | Art-Pottery M 38 30 79%
-] 6-7 A | Science-Nature Study P ' -26 21 817
t '_: - ' ﬁé
Total Student/Objectives 1076 - v *Classification K **Teacher - ’
«Attained: # 924 7 86 . A = Analysis _ . P = Petrevics -
. , . i . ) R = Realities . K = Kanter
. Not Attained: # 152 % 14 V= Values " F = Fitch
R oo . 193¢ = Communication . L = Lincoln’
2 ! . ‘ E = Elective* " E = Evenson
, O BJR:sp . ' . . ’ o . .
- ‘ERICL1/29/73 _ Lo : ’

o
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73 4‘-’»(_

Third  papes  Nov. 5 - N@v, 30, 1973

-

¢

-196

A

El{[lcfi.’m:sp

L0 ES
. Sy 'y
& G; o <
> Q - ‘ v
£ & . &
L 4
2 A, | Math- Decimals E-
2 A | Math- Division F
2 A | UMath-Fractions L
2 A | Math- Multiplicaticn . K
3 ¢ | Remdial Reading Workshop B
3 C | Developmental Reading Workshop P -
3 E [ Pleasure Reading | . o N
3 R | Soglology- People in Groups L
3 C | Calligraphy/Handwriting R
L. Vi | Understanding Prejudice ) E
b V | Understanding Prejudice F
L V. | Understanding Prejudic L
b C | Creative Wriking K
5 E | Art- Christmas Crafts " K ~
5 E { art- Crafts B . -/'
5 E | Table Games ‘ c :
5 C | Writing lmprovement y . F° N
5 R | Human Relations-Prejudice’ P 3
5 A | Science/Envirogment- Forestry M | 220 - 15 75%
Mabl-F ’
6-7 ‘| E | PE- Volleyball F|. 42 39 93% .
6-7 | E | Art- Pottery P 3k 32 S b
6-7 E \| Cooking C 16 16 - 100%
6-7 E | Art- Stone Carving M 52 49 9 v
- —— [\
T-Th : . , S - :
6-7 | & | Table Games M| 32 31 97%
6-7 £ | Sewing Camping Gear - B 14 14 100%
6-7 | & | Art- Batik F 52 47 . 909
6-7 | B | Art- Drawing Pl 16 i | 88% o
6-7 E | Music Aopreciation L |- 28 24 86% \
. - ] )
~ . 4
Total Student/Objectives 996 *Classificati‘on **Teacher -
<"Attained: # 881 % 83,453 A = Analysis' P = Petrovics
Not Attained: §°110) ¢ 1548 . - R = Realitics K = Ranter .
. V = Values F.+= Titch
2 , C = Cosmunication L ="Lincoln 2N
00 E = rlecive 4E = Eveason
. ’ 'C = Cagen (st« tcher)
~ -

e 11 /29/73

M

= Maynard (st. tchel
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Class Summary: Cycle
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FOCUS PROJLCALT 73-74 N

. &

. -197

Nov, 26 - Dec. 21, 1973

r ———
.-'»,q"}\(i\ﬁ-:‘ N
* -

A sk,

”~ B
)

Fourth Da}\cs

i \
o ( 5
e éy -eé\
. $ At
& &/ 8 '
2 A Math - Decimals & Percents E 70 .
2 A | Math - Division ) : * F 16
, 2 A | Math - Multiplication . K 50
2 A."| Math - Individual Projects L 28
3 2 A+ | Math - Fractions i 4 50
—~1 3 R Psychology C 34
3 .| C .| Remedial Reading E L6
3 R Sociology - Women's Studies "F © 20
3 c Calligraphy , K by
- 3 C Sociology - People in Groups L - 20
3 C | Deaf Sign Langoage M 8
L V |* Sex Education - Females. c 14
[ V | Occult Arts \ , E 56 31 73%
4 L4 Psychology - Interpersonal . . .
: - _ Rélationg F 16 [ 10 63%
b C | Creative Writing . K - 26 18 69%
L E L:‘ PE - Bombardment, Prison Ball P 50 4 49 98%
5 C | Writing Improvement F 20s 12 60% -
5 | .A | Baboons and.Man K 46 b2 91%
.5 C.|>Poetry ' : \\ L |+ 75 59 79%
5 A | Health - First Ald ¥ 38 32, 89% ™,
5 <] C | Developmental Reading Workshop| B 14 14 100%
MH-F i
6-?| E | Christmas Crafts E 36 27 75% .
6-7 | \E | Art - Batik F | ' 46 35 76%
* 6-7| E | .Sewing Crafts L 22 16 73%
6-7| E | P.E. - Soccer i 22 22 & 1007
6-7 |'E | Cooking . “lp | 18 {1 16 89%
T-Th [ . . . &'\ .
6~7 | B | ‘Cooking c 36 32 . 89%
6=7 | R | Marriage E 8 28 7%
6.7 C | Theater art. Puppdt Show K 6 \ 6 100% -
6-7| E | P,E, - Yoga. L { - 24 22 924 ‘
g-z ﬁ fx’g}lgt}fgg?fi?'g;uziggnl‘ptnre g " %g %’:; 88% '
_ Total. Studentlobjcpt;ives 1037 *Classification e **Teacher'\
Attained: # 857 % 82.6", A = Amalysis P » Petrevics
Not Attained: # 180 % 17.4 R = Realities K = Kanter ,
' : V = Values A F = Fltch'
o . 201 C = Comnunication L = Lincoln , |
EMC E = Elective - E = Evenson
, Risp o C = Cagen-(st.tcher)

o 1112973

LY

L

-
=

Motrmawd (et +Fahaw)
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